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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Vicr-CHanceLtor Bacon rose yesterday (Friday) for 
a short interval and will not sit again until Friday, the 
11th inst. 





Ir 1g vNpDERSTOOD that one of the judgeships recently 
vacant was offered to and declined by Mr. Cougn, Q.C., 
M.P. 





THE MEDICAL ADvisERs of Vice-Chancellor Mattns 
have enjoined complete rest for the present, and although 
his. lordship is progressing favourably, three weeks hence 
is. the earliest date suggested for his probable return to 
his court. 





Iw THE MSANTIME an order has been made, transferring 
all’ Vice-Chancellor’s Ma.ins’s business, until further 
order, to Mr. Justice Fry, who will devote Friday and 
Saturday in each week to hearing short causes and in- 
terlooutory applications. Motions for judgment and 
- further considerations will not, for the present, be heard 

t so far as they are urgent, and then only on special 
application. 





Tue apporntmenr of Mr. J. C.. Marnew and: Sir 
Hewry Jackson to the vacant judgeships will, webelieve, 
be received with general approval. Both of the. new 
judges are men of experience, sound judgment, and 
common sense; and these are qualities for which to be 
grateful in the case of occupants of the judicial bench. 





Wir recarp to the Attorney-General’s recent state- 
ment in the House of Commons, that. arrangements had 
been made to increase the staff of clerks.in the Pay- 
master-General’s Office in Chancery, we are enabled to 
state that additions are daily being made to the staff of 
clerks, and that: the other arrangements for facilitating 
transaction of business to which we. recently referred 
are in active progress. 





As WE ANNOUNCED last week, the Order in Council'con- 
solidating the three common law divisions of the 
Court came into operation on Saturday last, and a notice 
has been issued requesting solicitors to alter the title 
of proceedings commenced in the Common Pleas or 
Exchequer Divisions as follows:—“In the High Court 
of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division—Writ issued in 
the Common Pleas [or Exchequer] Division.” 





ComPaRInG THE List of honoursmen at the January 
examination of the Incorporated Law Society with that 
issued after the June examination last year, there will 
be observed a remarkable diminution in the number of 
men in the first class. Last June there were eighteen, 
there are now but seven. Considering that. there were 
eighty-four candidates, as compared with seventy-five 
at June, it would seem either that the general standard 
of attainment has greatly fallen (which is not very 
likely), or that the questions have been more diffienlt, 





Wuen THe Councm of the Incorporated Law Society 
are able to spare a little time from their engrossing 
public engagements, it may be well that they should 
bestow some attention on the evidence given in a 
case in the City of London Court, reported in the 
City Press of last Wednesday. It would appear 
from this case that a new profession has arisen—that 
of the client introducer. The defendant was sued 
by a firm of solicitors for work and labour done as 
solicitors at his request; and, according to the report in 
the newspaper, he stated that a lady having applied to 
him to recommend her to a lawyer, he took her to the 
plaintiffs. “He had,” he said, “‘ been in the habit: of 
taking clients to solicitors from whom he got a commis- 
sion, and he certainly expected a commission in. the 
present instance.” He had, however, never before, to 
the knowledge of the plaintiffs, been at their office, and 
he found that his profession was not 
there. It would be very desirable to ascertain in what 
quarters his occupation has been plied, and whether he is 
the representative of any considerable number of client 
introducers. 





Tue Intsu auruoritres display considerable assiduity 
in putting in foree old statutes. It is. stated that 
at a recent Land League meeting at Ballinasloe a 
local publican displayed from his window a flag 
bearing ‘“‘a harp withont a crown.” The absence 
of the latter emblem being supposed to render the 

I 
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flag disloyal, the head constable suthmoned the 
publican under the Licensing (Ireland) Amendment 
Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 38), section 8 of which 
enacts that ‘‘no person licensed to, sell spirits by 
retail, to be consumed on the premises or otherwise, 
shall knowingly permitany . . . assembly of persons 
declared to be illegal or prohibited by any law in force 
at the time of the passing of the Act . . . to meet 
or assemble ” [upon the licensed premises], “‘ nor shall on 
any occasion or pretence whatsoever hang out or display, 
or suffer to be hung out or displayed, on, from, or out 
of such house or other place of sale any sign, flag, 
symbol, colour, decoration, or emblem whatsoever, 
except the known and usual and _ accustomed 
sign of such house or other place of sale usually fixed 
thereto in the way of business,” on pain of a penalty of 
£2 and the non-renewal of the licence. The defendant, 
having asserted his ignorance of the law, was “let off 
with a warning,” it being “the first case of the kind 
ever before the court.” In future an Irish publican 
wishing to exhibit a “disloyal”? emblem must style his 
house “ The Harp” ; but it is observable that the exhi- 
bition of the most loyal emblem which could possibly be 
emblazoned upon a banner would have equally invelved 
the forfeiture of the licence. We donot find a similar 
provision as to flags in any of the English Licensing Acts, 
or the fronts of public-houses would present a less 
enlivening spectacle during elections. We suggest the 
matter for the consideration of Sir Henry James with 
reference to his Corrupt Practices Prevention Bill. 





Tue case of Carter v. Stubbs (29 W. R. 182, L. R. 6 
Q. B.D. 116) decided a practice point of some import- 
ance. Some time ago, a decision of a highly technical 
character was pronounced by the Queen’s Bench Division 
in the case of Whistler v. Hanceck (26 W. R. 211, L. R. 
3 Q. B. D. 83). The point there raised was as follows :— 
An order hed been made dismissing the action unless 
statement of claim was delivered within a week. The 
week expired, and no statement of claim was delivered. 
The plaintiff then took out a summons for further time 
for delivering statement of claim, and the master made 
an order giving the plaintiff a week’s time. This order 
was set aside on appeal by Fry, J., on the ground that 
the master had no jurisdiction to make it. The Queen’s 
Bench Division affirmed the decision of Fry, J., on the 
ground that the action being already dead at the time 
when the master made his order, he had no jurisdiction 
to extend the time for delivering statement of claim. 
This Cecision was followed by the Exchequer Division in 
Wallis v. Hepburn (L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 84). It has always 
seemed to us that these decisions went upon a much 
narrower and more technical ground than might at first 
sight appear. The court, in deciding the recent case of 
Carter v. Stubbs, rather sail round than overrule these 
decisions, but they show that the point decided was one 
of form rather than of substance. In Carter v. Stubbs 
an order was made dismissing the action unless an 
answer to interrogatories was filed by the plaintiff within 
sevendays. The plaintiff swore his affidavit in answer 
within the time, but did not file it until after the seven 
days had expired. He, however, then took out a 
summons to have the order dismissing the action 
rescinded, and a master, thereupon, rescinded it, and gave 
the plaintiff a week’s further time. On appeal against 
this last order, Hawkins, J., at chambers, set the order 
aride, and made two orders—one which extended the 
time for appealing against the original order dismissing 
the action, and the other varying that order by substitut- 
ing fourteen for seven days. ‘These orders of Hawkins, 
J., were upheld on appeal by the Divisional Court, and 
subsequently by the Court of Appeal. The case of 
Whistler v. Hancock is distinguished, on the technical 
ground that there was no order there extending the time 
for appealing against the order dismissing the action. 





One cannot help observing that in substance the two- 
cases were very similar, but in the former case no doubt. 
the application was incorrect in pointof form. It is now 
perfectly clear that the action, though it may be dead 

upon the time given by the order of dismissal expiring,. 
is capable of being brought to life again through the- 
medium, not of an. application to a master to extend the 
time, as was done in Whistler v. Hancock, but of an 

appeal to the judge to extend the time for appealing 
against the order, and also to vary it by extending the 

time for taking the particular step required. 





Tug Peace Preservation Bit, introduced by Sir W- 
Harcourt this week, differs in some respects from the 
previous Peace Preservation Acts. It provides (clause 1p 
that no person is to carry or have arms or ammunition in 
a proclaimed district except under conditions to be 
named in a proclamation by the Lord-Lieutenant ; while 
the Act of 33 & 34 Vict. c. 9, allowed the carrying of 
arms under a licence, section 6 providing that no 
person, though licensed to kill game, should have 
or carry arms in a proclaimed district without a 
licence to do so under the 19 & 20 Vict. c. 36 and the 
amending Acts. Clause 6 of the new Bill defines 
‘‘ arms” as including any cannon, gun, revolver, pistol, 
sword, cutlass, pike, and bayonet (or any part of the arms. 
so described), and ‘‘ ammunition” as including bullets, 
gunpowder, nitro-glycerine, dynamite, gun-cotton and 
every explosive substance. Section 4 of the Act 
before referred to defined the word “ arms” in the same 
way as in the present Bill, and included bullets, gun- 
powder, and ammunition, but did not specify any other 
explosives. 





Mr. J. C. Maruew’s appointment increases the pre= 
dominance upon the judicial bench of former members 
of the Home or South-Eastern Circuit. That body is 
now represented by nine judges—namely, Lords Justices 
Bramwett and Lusu, Sir Barnes Peacock, Sir James. 
Hannen, Mr. Baron Pottocx, and Justices Denman, 
Hawkins, Wiuttams, and Maruew. The circuit may 
also claim among former judges Lord Cuetmsrorp, Lord 
Chief Justice Boviti, Lord Justice Tuesicer, Mr. Baron 
CHANNELL, and Justices Wittes, ArncurspaLp, and Honye 
man. The Western Circuit ranks next, with five judges, 
Lord Coteripez, Sir Montacuse Smriru, Sir Ropert Cot- 
L1zR, and Justices Lopes and Bowen, to which list the 
name of the late Sir ALexanper Cocksurn should be 
added. 








The City Press says that the willof Mr. Charles Druce, 
late of Billiter-sqaare, and of Denmark-bill, solicitor, who 
died on the 10th ult., was proved on the 8th inst. by Mr. 
C. C. Druce and Mr. A. D. Druce, the sons, the executors, 
the personal estate in the United Kingdom being sworn 
under £120,000. The testator gives to his son, Charles 
Claridge, the piece of plate presented to his father by the 
Corporation of the City, a pecuniary legacy of £2,000, and 
all his real estate. The testator recites in bis will that he 
had made various gifts and transfers to his children in his 
lifetime ; and he leaves the residue of his personal estate to 
his said two sons. 


“ An Official” writes to the Zimes :—‘* With the view of 
ascertaining what proportion counsel’s fees bear to the 
expense of an ordinary action in the common law divi- 
sions, I have just analysed thirty*of the last bills of costs 
filed in the Central Office here in cases which have pro- 
ceeded to trial. The result I find to be:—Total costs of 
thirty actions (including counsel’s (fees), £3,250 10s.3. 
counsel’s fees in same, 598 guineas, I may add that these 
= were taken just as they came, without any selection. 
whatever.” 
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LORD COLERIDGE’S TILT. 


One of the effects of the consolidation of the three 
chiefs of the common law divisions seems to be that the 
consolidated one, conscious, no doubt, of the pith of 
three mighty warriors in his single arm, and feeling his 
thrice manly heart beating valiantly beneath the ces 
triplex of his chieftainship, has felt himself impelled to 
tilt, and has, in fact, tilted, against the sails of that 
gloomy old mill which was once known to men as the 
Court of Chancery, and which still, in spite of its new 
name and coat of paint, looms—at any rate, when seen 
from Westminster—almost as gloomy and giant-like as 
ever. We shall leave to the doughty champion himself 
(who has, we hope, by this time safely regained his feet) 
the pleasant task of examining the scars and marks of 
mischief which the recent encounter has doubtless left 
on his four-handed grinding old adversary; ard we 
shall merely make a few prosaic, common-place remarks 
ia the expectation that, after the heat of the conflict 
has passed away, they will be received, if not with 
acquiescence, yet with the tolerance which befits the 
truly brave and chivalrous. 


It appears then—to drop all metaphor and dis- 
guise — that Lord Coleridge is so confident of the 
unerring accuracy of the test applied to chancery 
proceedings for administration by observing the ratio 
between the value of the estate administered, and 
the costs of administering it, that on finding, in the 
course of a case before him last Monday (reported in the 
next day’s 7’imes), that there had been an administration 
action in which the costs had been large in proportion to 
the estate, and on calling to mind another instance of 
the same kind, he thought it right from his judicial seat 
to pronounce a solemn malediction on the whole of the 
existing machinery provided for the public winding up 
of the affairs and estates of deceased persons, and to 
declare “that a system that permitted such a state of 
affairs was scandalous.” 


Now, we do not mean to say that in some in- 
tances the costs of administration are not excessive; 
but what we do say is, that it is idle to compare, 
as Lord Coleridge did, the costs of actions at law 
with proceedings for administration in chancery, or 
to treat, as the Times reporter did in his report of the 
case we have referred to, the costs of administration ac- 
tions ‘‘ as illustrating the cost of litigation.” The proper 
winding up of a very small estate may be necessarily 
a very arduous, anxious, and expensive undertaking. 
Men may, and often do, die and leave very little after 
them except tangled bundles of rights and liabilities, 
and if, as cannot be doubted, it is proper to provide 
public machinery for unravelling these intertwisted 
skeins, it is clear that the cost of employing such 
machinery, and of skilfully watching and superintending 
its action, cannot be kept necessarily at a low percentage 
on what may be the value of the ultimate result of the 
process. Administration, in fact, is not litigation; and 
however procedure may be altered and costs cut down, 
there must still be many cases in which estates must 
pay very largely for the operation of disentangling, 
clearing up, and dividing. It is to be hoped that, as 
intelligence spreads, the public will see that this must 
be so, and will not be led by the random observations 
of even consolidated judges to consider that, because it 
is possible for a small estate to give rise to difficulties, 
the system that cannot always overcome such difficulties 
without causing considerable expenditure, is necessarily 
& scandal and disgrace. 





We are informed that it was arranged, subject to Sir 
H. M. Jackson’s health allowing him to attend, that he 
should be sworn in as a judge of the High Court on 
Thurgday. 





THE COST OF LITIGATION. 


Lorp Justice Bramwell has addressed a letter to the 
Times on the cost of litigation which contains one useful 
suggestion, and, if we may venture to say so with the 
utmost respect, some other suggestions which seem to be 
either unpractical or unnecessary. The useful suggestion 
is that interlocutory costs should be paid down. The 
result of the adoption of this course would certainly be 
to diminish applications for time and so forth, which are 
now too numerous, arising, not from a desire to heap up 
costs, but from pressure of work or an easy-going com- 
pliance with custom. Ifa solicitor had either to furnish 
the money necessary for this purpose out of his own 
pocket or to ask his client for it, he would be likely to 
consider more carefully before making these applications. 

‘But thisis a very small part of the Lord Justice’s scheme. 
He proposes that the whole system on which costs are 
allowed in litigation shall be changed. “The remedy I 
propose,” he says, “is that the solicitor should be paid 
a lump sum; for instance, so much if proceedings 
stopped at the writ, so much if they stopped at a fur- 
ther stage, so much if there was a trial; and this sum 
should vary according to the amount at stake and other 
circumstances. It might either be a percentage or it might 
be a lump to be determined by the Master on hearing 
the nature of the case. But I do not desire to go into 
detail. Merely to pay according to the work done is 
wrong. Of course the amount might vary if the losing 
party had vexatiously increased the expense. It might 
vary, as between solicitor and client, if the client in- 
sisted on a particular expense. If it was thought neces- 
sary to protect the client, according to modern legisla. 
tion, his order for extra expense might be required to 
bein writing. No doubt some hardship would be worked 
by this. A solicitor would sometimes be underpaid. A 
successful party would not always get the full amount of 
costs occasioned by his adversary being in the wrong. 
But, as in other cases, the occasional hardship must be 
borne as part of a good system.” 

This proposal strangely leaves out of sight the 
difference which exists among actions as to the period at 
which the main expense is incurred. In some actions a 
very large part of the solicitor’s work may have to be 
done before the writ is issued. Take, for instance, an 
action for breach of contract for successive deliveries of 
coal or iron. There will most likely be a most voluminous 
correspondence, which must be read and copied, and 
analysed and carefully considered, by the solicitor before 
any legal steps are taken. On the other hand, there are 
actions where but little expense is incurred before trial ; 
cases, for instance, in which the facts are not in dispute 
and a point of law only is involved ; here, until the pre- 
paration of the brief and payment of counséls’ fees there 
is little outlay. How is it possible, when actions vary 
so greatly as to the period at which the main expense 
is incurred, to fix an arbitrary lump sum if the action is 
stopped at the writ, and another lump sum if it is 
stopped at a further stage and before trial? There 
would be not merely “occasional hardships,” but con- 
stant injustice resulting from such a system. 

But the Lord Justice suggests that the lump sum to be 
allowed need not be arbitrarily fixed; it might be deter- 
mined by the Master on hearing the nature of the case, 
And he suggests that the Master should be constituted a 
final and unfettered tribunal to decide the lump sum at 
his own will. This at least is the meaning we attach to 
the following passage in the Lord Justice's letter :— 
“Thirdly, it would be necessary to abrogate the 
present rules of taxation. A measter is bound by 
the practice. For instance, suppose in a certain class 
of cases two counsel are allowed. The master must 
allow them in such a case, or a judge will set aside his 
taxation. If the judge refused, the Divisional Court 
would; if that refused, then the Court of Appeal, or 
finally, the House of Lords. In other words, though, 
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as I believe, the courts could by general agreement and 
yales alter the no particular: master or judge 
er conrt can.” But could a Master, even if relieved'of 


the fear of appeal, decide upon different principles than. 


those which now govern him? We take it that the un- 
Jettered Master, in deciding the lump sum, must take into 
aceount all necessary work done by the solicitor. If he 
did not solicitors would cease to undertake litigation. 
The learned Lord Justice says “merely to pay accord- 
. ing to the work done is wrong.’ But what else could 
his unfettered taxing-master reasonably take as his 
guide in fixing a lump sum? It is clear he cannot rea- 
sonubly take the amount at stake, for the amount at 
stake has little or nothing to do with the trouble in: 
curred by the solicitor. An action for £100 may neces- 
sitate infinitely more trouble than an action for 
£10,000. True, the Master may take in consideration 
whether the work done was necessary, but so he does:now. 
We believe that the Lord Justice will find that the notion 
which underlies his letter, that under the present. sys- 
tem solicitors take unnecessary steps.for the sake of 
heaping up: costs, is not borne: out by: facts. There 
may be a small section of practitioners who are: open 
tothe charge, but we confidently affirm that the great 
bulk-of the profession are wholly innocent of it. 





THE CONVEYANCING BILL. 
I. 


Passing over for the present the clauses relating to 
notice and the discharge of incumbrances on sale, we 
eome to the provisions intended to shorten conveyances. 
Clause 9, in effect, provides that generalwords shall be 
implied in all conveyances made after the commence- 
ment of the Act, unless a contrary intention is expressed 
in the conveyance. The only objection we see to this is 
that the clause lays a trap for an unwary practitioner. 
It is provided that a conveyance of: land shall be deemed 
to inelude, “and shall by virtue of this Act operate to 
convey, with the land, all, &c.’’ Reference will have to 
be constantly made to the form of words which is to be 
iniplied, or something may pass which it’ is‘not intended 
shall pass by the conveyance. Or, on the other hand, 
something will be omitted which ought to’be specified. 
For instance, the form of general words to be implied in 
conveyances of land does not include “mines and 
minerals,” and any conveyance made after the pass- 
ing of the Act will, therefore, probably contain an 
express, grant of mines and minerals. It seems 
to' us that the more convenient coutse would 
have ‘been to include mines and minerals among the 
general words, leaving it to the grantor’ to express a 
“ contrary intention” if he does not meanthem to’ pass. 
It appears that the estate clause must'stilF’be inserted, 
although this appear to have been’ ovetl in the 
short form of “conveyance on sale” in'thé 8fa schedule 
te the Bill, With regard to this form, ‘wéobserve that 
the singular flaw we pointed out last year” has been 
amended. The land is no longer conveyéd to M., the 
purchaser, ‘‘ to hold to M. in fee,” but “ 6 héld to and'to 
the. use of M. in fee simple.” 

, Clause 10 provides for the implication of the usual 
covenants for title and against incumbranees.® So far as 
we cat’ make out, it is not optional withthe convey- 
ing party: whether he will allow these covenants to be 
implied, or, by expressing a contrary’ intefition, exclude 
them. The section commences, *‘ Ina conveyance there 
shall, in the several cases in this section *metitioned, be 
deémed ‘to'be included, and there shall, in those: several 
cases, by virtue of this Act, be implied, a.edvenant to the 
effect’ in this section stated,” &e. It is subsequently 
provided that ‘‘a covenant implied as aforesaid’ may be 
varied or-extended by deed,” but no pravisién rs to 
be made for the case of a vendor declining to enter’ into 
any’eovenants, or (as it seems to-us)*for the case of a 





beneficial owner selling for valuable consideration, and 


choosing only to enter into a covenant against incum- 
brances; for (see paragraph A) “in a conveyance for 
valuable consideration other than a mortgage” the usual 
covenants for title “‘ by a person who is to 
convey as beneficial owner” are to “ be deemed to be 
included.” 

With regard to the execution of the: conveyance, it 
is proposed, by clause 11, that the rule laid down in 
Viney v. Chaplin (4 Drew. 237), that a purchaser may 
in general insist on having the conveyance executed in 
his own presence, shall be rescinded, and that the pur- 
chaser shall be entitled, at his own cost, to have the exe- 
cution of the conveyance attested by some person ap- 
pointed by him, who may be his solicitor. 

Section 12 deals with covenants for production. It is 
proposed to substitute ‘for these an ‘‘ acknowledgment 
in writing” of the right to production and delivery of 
copies, and this acknowledgment is to bind the docu- 
ments to which it relates in the possession of every person 
having possession of them for the time being, and every 
person having possession of the documents is to be 
bound specifically to perform the obligations imposed by 
the acknowledgment, unless . prevented by fire or 
inevitable accident. The obligations. imposed. by an 
acknowledgment (which only prevail ia. the absence of 
the expression of contrary intention) are,.in most re- 
spects, similar to those imposed by the ordinary covenant 
for production; but an acknowledgment is not to 
confer any right to damages for loss or destruction of, 
or injury to, the documents to which it relates. If it-is 
desired to have an obligation to keep the documents safe, 
whole, uncancelled, and undefaced, the person retaining 
the documents must give an undertaking in writing for 
the safe custody thereof. All costs and expenses of, or 
incidental to, the specific performance of any obligation 
conferred by an: acknowledgment are tobe paid by the 
person requesting performance. Persons claiming to be 
entitled to the benefit of an acknowledgment are enabled 
to apply to the High Court for an order for production 
or delivery of copies or extracts, and a person claiming 
to be entitled to the benefit of an undertaking for 
safe custody of documents may apply to the court to 
assess damages for any-loss or destruction of, or injury 
to, the documents ; and in either case the costs are to be 
in the discretion of the court. The practical result of 
course is, that in case no contrary intention is expressed, 
and both the acknowledgment and undertaking are 
entered into by the person retaining the deeds, the 
benefit of the ordinary covenant for production is made 
to run with the land in right of which the covenant is 
given. Having regard to the prevalence of the practice 
of indorsing notice of the covenant for production, and 
thereby enforcing an equitable right to production, we 
do not see that this need be objected to. 

We propose next week to deal with the provisions as 
to leases and mortgages. 





In the House of Commons, on the 24th ult., Mr. H. Fowler 
asked the Attorney-General whether, upon the Order ia 
Council for’ consolidating the common law divisions of the 
High Court of Justice coming into operation, arrangements 
would be-made'for complying with the 30th section of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, which required continuous’sittings for 
the trial-of causes in London and Middlesex; and whether 
he could state how many judges would sit for the trial of 
causes in London and Middlesex after the expiration of the 
winter assize, and before the commencement.of the Easter 
Vacation. The Attorney-General said that since receivi 
notice of the question he had communicated with the L 
Chancellor and also with Lord Colertdge on the subject, and 
that he had their authority for saying that they fully appre- 
ciated the necessity, in the interest of the public, of having 
continuous’ sittings for Middlesex and) London, and every 
effort would be made to promote that object. He was 
not’ certain as to theexact number of judges who 
sit, but he believed that six would be sitting for some time. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


EX PARTE MATHEWS, RE SHARPE, 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Though we are the solicitors for the appellant 
*in this case, we do not think there can be any im- 
propriety in our pointing out what appears to us to be 
~the effect—we may venture to say the disastrous. effect— 
-of the decision, which amounts to this, that whenever a 
-debtor has a judgment against him available for execu- 
-tion, then, whatever his assets, however small, even only 
sufficient to pay. creditors it maybe only a farthing in 
the pound or less, a resolution for liquidation of his 

affairs by arrangement, and not in bankruptcy, and 
-giving him his order of discharge, is valid, and this 
although if he was made a bankrupt he could not 
obtain his discharge until he paid ten shillings in the 
pound. This is undoubtedly the effect of the decision, 
and Lord Justice Lush went so far as to say that he 
would have arrived at it even if Hw parte Golding had 
‘not been previously decided. Lord Justice Cotton, 
however, came to the conclusion with reluctance, saying 
that he could not distinguish between the. present case 
and Ex parte Golding. We may therefore assume that 
‘the’ would not have concurred in the. latter decision, 
‘Oreditors really ought to be protected, and it is high 
time, seeing what must now be taken to be.the law, that 


-@ new Bankruptcy Act was at once passed. 
Sprzr & Son. 






















CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Britt or SareE—SrTaTEMENT oF CONSIDERATION—BILLs 
oF Sate Act, 1878, s. 8.—In a case of Ex parte Winter, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 24th ult., a question arose 
as to the sufficiency of the statement of the consideration in 
a bill of sale. The bill of sale contained a recital that the 

ortgagor was indebted to the mortgagee in the sum of 
£1,444 14s. 3d., for money lent, and that, the mortgagor 
being unable to pay the same, he had, in order to 
induce the mortgagee not to institute proceedings against 
him, agreed to exeoute the deed, and then, “in pursuance 
of such agreement, and in consideration of the premises,” 
the mortgagor covenanted to pay the debt on demand in 
writing. And, “for the consideration aforesaid,” the mort- 
gagor assigned to the mortgagee his furniture and other 
Shattels as security for the debt. It was not disputed that 
“the, £1,444 14s. 3d. was really advanced by the mortgagor to 
the mortgagee, but the grantee on examination stated that 
the recital in the bill of sale thatthe grantor had agreed to 
execute it in order to induce the grantee not to institute pro- 
ceedings against him was not true, inasmuch as he had 
‘never threatened to take proceedings against the grantor. 

; It appeared, however, that the bill of sale was prepared by 
the grantor’s solicitor from his instructions. The judge of 
‘the Newcastle County Court held that the consideration 
had not been truly stated in the deed, and declared the deed 
void as against the trustee in the liquidation of the grantor. 
‘Bacon, O.J., reversed this decision, and his order was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Jesset, M.R., and James 
and Lusn, L.JJ.). Jussen, M.R., said that he was at a loss 
‘to.see-any inaccuracy whatever in the statement of the con- 


sideration, though he desired to wit that. aoe tonounthay 
ipythe statement. would not “avoid a Jond “Of sale 
4 / 

































: at was required. 

The Act was notintended to defraud the holders of bills 
of sale, but.to protect the creditors of the grantor from 
frauds. In the present.case the deed was prepared by the 
grantor, and. waa. presented) by him to the grantee as his 
‘statement of that which was passing through his own mind, 
“There could be. no doubt that the recital was true, and that 
“the grantor executed the deed to prevent proceedings being 
‘taken:against him, There. was no statement that proceed- 
‘ings had been threatened by the grantee, but that was the 
tor’s motive for executing the deed. Jamas, L.J., said 
at what the Act requires is this : that thedeed should state 














honestly what was the real colina ane 


be, stated in the way would be stated by an or- 
dinary and mortgagee of real estate. The Act 
ices ey i 
r) e. was. e preven a" 
as that £100 had been paid by the pr Tey 
gaa when in fact.o 90 had been paid, £10 

k by the grantee. for interest.—Sonicitors, Pyke. § 


Parrott; E. Fluaz § Leadbitter. 


Taustez Act, 1850, s, 3—Vestineg Orper—Apromr- 
MENT oF New Trustez—Lunatic TrustzE—CEstun-QuB 
TRUST ABSOLUTELY ENTITLED, —In a. case, of : Ie re 
Holland, before James and Corron, LJJ., om, the 
26th ult., the question. arose whether, whea, there» is 
a sole trustee. of leasebolds on. behalf of a, cestusd gue 
trust who is sui juris and absolutely beneficially entitled 
to the property, and the trustee becomes a lunatic, the.court 
will, on the application of the cestui gue trust, make an order 
vesting the property in himatonce. Their lordships.refused 
to do this, and.held that the proper course was, to have a 
new trustee appointed, and to apply for an order vesting the 
property in him, otherwise, as L.J., said, the,court 
would be administering the trust—a course which was con- 
trary to the practice. under the Trustee Act.—SonicrroRs, 
Norris, Allens, & Carter. 


Lunacy—Deats or Lunatic—DisPvTs as To HEersHir 
—Acrion at Law—Inspzction AND Propuction or Dezps 
DEPOSITED IN Lunacy Orrice.—In a case of In re Smyth, 
before James and Corton, L.JJ., on the 26th ult., a question 
arose as to the right to inspection of the title deeds of real 
estate of a deceased lunatic which had been deposited in the 
Lunacy Office. An action was pending in the Exchequer 
Division to try the right to some real estate of which the 
lunatic had died possessed. He had died intestate, and 
without issue, or any nearer relation than cousins. The 
defendant in the action was the lunatic’s heir-at-law, who 
had been found to be.such in the lunacy proceedings. The 
plaintiff alleged that he was the lunatiec’s heir ex. parte 
maternd, and that the property in question had descended to 
the lunatic from his mother. The defendent petitioned in 
the lunacy that his solicitors might be at liberty to iaspect the 
deposited deeds, and that they might be produced at the: trial 
of the action. The application was resisted by the plaintiff, 
on whose behalf an affidavit was made by his solicitor that 
the lunatic had inherited the property in question from his 
mother, and that the plaintiff was the heir-at-law of the 
mother, and as such entitled to the property, and: to the 
deeds in question, and that the defendant was not in any way 
related to the mother. This evidence was not contradicted. 
Their lordships, however, held that the prind facie right of 
the defendant as heir-at-law to inspection of the deeds was 
not displaced. He could not be said to be without: any 
interest whatever in the question to be tried, for the deeds 
might, in some way, negative the plaintiff's title. The order 
asked for was accordingly made, —Soxtcirors, Chester, 
Mayhew, & Co. ; Peacock &: Goddard, 





Action oF Decerr—Fatse RepresenTations—DiREc- 
Tors AND Promorers oF CompaNny—OoNTRACT TO TAKE 
SHarnes—Prospectus.—In a case of Arkwright v. Newbold, 
before the Court of Appeal, on the 28th ult., the distinetion 
between an action of deceit and an action to set aside a con- 
tract was very clearly pointed out by the court. Theaction 
was brought by a shareholder in a company, which had proved 
unsuccessful, against the former directors and solicitors, who 
were the promoters of the company, and two of whom were 
the vendors to the company of a property and business, to 
acquire which the company was formed, to recover damages, 
on the ground that the plaintiff had been induced to apply 
for and take shares in the company by misrepresentations con~ 
tained in a prospectus which had been issued by the defend- 
ants. The alleged misrepresentation was contained in the 
following passage :—‘ The remuneration of the directors will 
he fixed by the shareholders, and it is proposed that they 
should be paid only by a commission on the profits, no promo- 
tion. money whatever being paid to them by the com r 
and all formation experses being paid by the vendors. 
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’ The contract for the purchase of the property by the com- 
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pany, which was stated in the prospectus, fixed the purchase- 
money at £32,000, of which £15,000 was to be paid in 3,000 
shares of the nominal value of £5 each, which were to be 
allotted to the vendors as fully paid up. After the agree- 
ment for purchase had been concluded, and after the issue of 
the prospectus, the vendors transferred to the other defend- 
ants 800 of their fully paid-up shares, representing a nominal 
value of £4,000. Fry, J., held (28 W. R. 828) that, though 
section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, did not apply, 
because it was not proved that the transfer of the 800 shares 
was made in pursuance of any binding contract entered into 
before the conclusion of the agreement for purchase, though 
there might have been something in the nature of an 
understanding, yet the statement in the prospectus was, 
under the circumstances, fraudulent in fact, and that the 
laintiff was entitled to the relief which he claimed. This 
ion was reversed by the Court of Appeal (James, 
Corroy, and Lusx, L.JJ.), who were of opinion that the 
above statement in the prospectus was strictly accurate. 
James, L.J., thought that Fry, J., had confused two different 
kinds of wrong and two different kinds of remedy ; he had 
confused the right to bring an action of deceit with the right 
to set aside a contract. To support an action of deceit the 
plaintiff must prove that he fhad been deceived by a false 
statement made by the defendant. The omission to state 
that which qualified what was stated would be equivalent to 
a false statement; but mere silence, thongh it might give a 
right to set aside a contract, could not be the ground of an 
action of deceit. James, L.J., and Corron, L.J., also inti- 
mated an opinion, though it was not necessary for the 
desision of the case, that, if a statement was true at the 
time when it was made, but became untrue before the com- 
pletion of a contract which was induced by it, the mere 
omission to communicate the altered state of circumstances 
would not support an action of deceit against the person who 
simply maintained silence.—Soxicitors, Clarke, Weod- 
cock, & Ryland ; Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle, 





Incumpgents’ Resicnation Act, 1871, s. 10—ARREARS 
or PgnsIoN—ACTION BY FoRMER INCUMBENT AGAINST 
IncumBENT—SeEt-oF¥.—In a case of Gathercole v. 

Smith, before the Court of Appeal on the Ist. inst., a ques- 
tion arose upon the construction of section 10 of the above 
Act, which provides that the pension allowed to an incum- 
bent who retires under the provisions of the Act “shall be a 
charge upon the revenues of the benefice, and shall be 
recoverable as a debt at law or in equity from the incumbent 
of the said benefice by the retired clerk, his executors, 
administrators, or assigns, but such pension shall not be 
transferable at law or in equity.” Theaction was brought by 
the incumbent of a benefice, who had retired under the pro- 
visions of the Act, subject to the payment of a pension half- 
yearly, —_— the present incumbent for the recovery of 
three f-years’ arrears of the pension. The defendant 
claimed to set off against the arrears a judgment sgainst 
the plaintiff, a mortgage of the advowson by the plaintiff, 
and a sequestration of the benefice of which the defendant had 
taken assignments. Jessel, M.R. (contrary, it was said, to 
the decision of Lord Coleridge, C.J., in another case), held (24 
Soricirors’ Journat, 630), that the effect of section 10 was 
to create an inalienable provision for the retired incumbent, 
and that no right of set-off was any answer to the plaintiff's 
cleim. This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
(James, Corton, and Lusu, L.JJ.). James, L.J., said that 
the word “transfer ’’ was a term of the widest import, and 
must be held to include an involuntary disposition by act of 
law—e.g., a bankruptcy—so as to prevent the pension from 
vesting in the trastee in bankruptcy of the retired incum- 
bent. The object of the Act was to make a provision for the 
maintenance of clergymen whose age or infirmities rendered 
it desirable for them to resign their benefices, and by the 
words “forbidding transfer” it was intended to prevent the 
retired incumbent from being deprived of that maintenance 
Fnac or indirectly.—Sciicirons, Venn ¢ Woodcock: ; 

ar. ‘be 


Venpor aNd Purcuaser—Stramp DvutTy—MortcAce 
Dezp—Ap vatonem Dutr—Sramp Act, 1870, 8. 17.— 
In a case of Whiting to Loomes, before the Court of A 
on the Ist inst., a question arose as to the right of a 
purchaser of leasehold property from a mortgagor to require 


that the mortgage deed of the property should be duly 
stamped at the expense of the vendor, though the mort 

was willing to join in the assignment to the purchaser. Tho 
mortgage deed had been stamped only with a 10s. deed stam 
no ad valorem oe Sere, been paid. Jessel, M.R., hel 
(28 W.R, 822, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 822) that the purchaser w 
entitled to have the mortgage deed duly stamped with the 
proper ad valorem duty at the expense of the vendor before 
completion of the purchase, on the ground that the deed. 
might be the purchaser's pace against a mesne incum- 
brance by the vendor. The purchaser would get the legat 
estate without notice, but he could not prove that he had’ 
got that estate unless he could produce the mortgage deed 
properly ‘stamped. This decision was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal (James, Corron, and Lusu, L.JJ.) upon they 
same ground.—Soxicitors, Hunter, Gwatkin, ¢ Haynes;: 
Loxley 4: Morley. 








PracTicE—AMENDING Writ AND StaTEMENT oF CLAIM—- 
SprciaL LEAVE—AFFIDAVIT—CROSS-EXAMINATION ON AFFI- 
Davit-—CosTs.—In a case of Conybeare v. Lewis, before the 
Master of the Rolls on the 25th ult., a motion was made for 
directions under the following circumstances. It appeared’ 
that the defendants had delivered their defence in July, 
1880, and the plaintiff in January last took out a summons- 
for leave to amend his writ and statement of claim. No 
reply had been delivered. In support of the summons the- 
plaintiff filed a formal affidavit stating that circumstances: 
had arisen since the issue of the writ necessitating the amend-- 
ment. The defendants filed affidavits in opposition to the 
summons and the hearing was adjourned to enable affidavits 
to be filed in reply. On the 10th of February the plaintiff. 
was served with notice of cross-examination upon his affi- 
davit before the examiner, and on the 16th he attended and 
was cross-examined for an hour before the examiner, the 
allegation in the suit of the defendants being that the plain- 
tiff was only a dummy put forward by his father, and that 
he had no real interest in the action, The plaintiff was 
again cross-examined by another defendant on the 17th of 
February, and the further cross-examination was adjourned 
to the 14th inst. The plaintiff now moved for direction that, 
he might amend his writ without any further cross-examina-- 
tion. Jesset, M.R., was of opinion that the course 
taken by the defendante was not justified under the circum- 
stances. An application had been made for leave to amend: 
the writ and statement of claim, and in respect of the latter 
amendment no leave was necessary. It was not denied by: 
the defendants that the new matters sought to be introduced. 
were germane to the action, and in such a case it was not the. 
practice in his chambers, on an application for leave to 
amend the writ, to require any affidavit where there was no. 
dispute that the amendments were germane to the action. 
An affidavit was, however, made, and in his opinion it was 
improper to have cross-examined the par upon that: 
affidavit, and an abuse of the practice of the court, and he. 
should certainly make the defendants pay the costs of the 
cross-examination, unless it should turn out hereafter that. 
there was any justification for the course adopted by them. 
He should give the plaintiff leave to amend his writ and 
statement of claim, and the costs of the motion and of the 
summons would be costs in the action.—Soticirors, Hores § 
Pattisson ; Trinders & Curtis-Hayward ; Munns § Longden. 





CovEnantT—INJUNCTION—ACQUIESCENCE—Walvar. —Im 
a case of Kelsey v. Dodd, before the Master of the Rolls on 
the 28th ult., a question arose whether a covenant not to 
carry on the business of a beershop keeper could be enforced: 
under the following circumstances. The covenant was con- 
tained in a deed of covenant, by which certain land was sold 
for the purpose of being used for building purposes. The 
piece of land subject to the covenant was about six acres, and 
according to the evidence there had been numerous beershops 
upon it for some years. The plaintiff owned a public-house, 
and complained that the defendant’s beershop interfered witl 
his business. It appeared that the defendant bad obtained 
licence for his beershop, and in Augnst, 1878, the plaintiff 
was aware of this, and in July, 1879, gave the defendant: 
notice, requiring him to discontinue using his house as @ 
beershop. The plaintiff, however,)/took no further step 
until August, 1880, when he issued his writ. It also appeared 
that numerous other beershops since the year 1872 bad been 
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established on the property. Jzsset, M.R., was of opinion 
that under the circumstances the covenant relating to the 
beershop in question had been abandoned or so waived as to 
ude the plaintiff from now enforcing the same.— 
Lictrors, Collyer-Bristow, Withers, & Russell; Hare & 
ell. 


CounTER-CLAIM—EXxtTeNntT or Retrer—Cavse or ACTION 
ARISING AFTER DaTE or Writ In ORIGINAL ACTION— 
JupicaturE Act,: 1873, s. 24, sus-secTION 3—OrD. 19, k. 
8—OnrpeER 20.—In a case of Beddall v. Maitland, before 
Fry, J., on the 25th ult., an important question arose as to 
the extent of the relief which can be given on a counter- 
claim. The defendant had delivered a counter-claim, 
and by it he claimed damages in respect of an injury 
‘which had occurred between the date of the writ and the 
date of the delivery of the counter-claim. In oppcsition to 
this claim reliance was placed on the decision of Jessel, M.R., 
io The Original Hartlepool Collieries Company v. Gibb 
4{L. R. 5 Ch. D. 713), that damages cannot be given on 
a counter-claim in respect of anything which happened 
after the issue of the writ in the action. Fry, J., 
differed from this decision, and allowed the defendant to go 
into evidence of the alleged injury subsequent to the date of 
the writ. He said that the point was one of very great im- 
portance, as regulating the procedure under the Judicature 
Act, and he had great hesitation in differing from the Master 
of the Rolls. But he had formed a clear opinion, and felt 
bound to express it. The words of sub-section 3 of section 
24 of the Judicature Act of 1873 were of the utmost 
generality, and appeared to him to give to the defendant toan 
action an independent right to commence an independent 
action against the plaintiff by means of what was in the rules 
called a counter-claim, and his‘lordship could find nothing 
in the letter or in the spirit of the Act to confine the relief 
which was to be given on the counter-claim to some cause of 
action which was vested in the defendant at the commence- 
ment of the original action. And he could find nothing in 
rule 3 of order 19, or anywhere else in the rules, to limit the 
generality of the words of the Act. Rule 3 of order 19 used 
the words, “ whether such set-off or counter-claim sound in 
damages or not,” and he thought it was evident from them 
that there was no intention of confining the counter-claim to 
@ claim for damages or a claim of the same nature as that 
in the original action. If the defendant might set up a 


- Claim of his own it did not necessarily mean that it must be 


® claim ¢jusdem generis with that of the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff's claim might be for damages; the defendant’s 
might be for an injunction or some equitable relief not sound- 
ing in damages. It was not, therefore, confined to set-off 
or to something which would counteract the relief claimed 
dy the plaintiff. It was true that by order 20 express pro- 
vision was made for pleading any ground of defence which 
had arisen after action brought, and from that the Master of 
the Rolls had inferred that, in the absence of any such pro- 
vision as to a counter-claim, it must be taken to be limited 
‘to causes of action which had arisen before the commence- 
‘ment of the original action. His lordship, however, 
“would rather draw the inference that such a provision was 
unnecessary a8 to a counter-claim, because the right had 
already been expressly given by the Act. He thought the 
‘view of the Master of the Rolls was open to this serious 
objection, that ifa defendant had two causes of action 
against the plaintiff, one of which arose before the issue of 
‘the writ in the original action, and the other which arose 
after, he must split hisdemand. He might ventilate the 
‘one cause of action by means of a counter-claim, while, in 
‘respect of the other he must issue an independent writ. But 
the spirit of the Judicature Acts was to prevent multiplicity 
-of actions, and especially to prevent multiplicity of procedure, 
and to. enable all questions between a plaintiff and a de- 
‘fendant to be decided in one proceeding. His lordship was 
‘very mach confirmed in his view by what was said by 
‘Cockburn, O.J., and Manisty, J., in Stooke v. Taylor (29 
"W.R. 49, L. R. 5 Q. B.D. 569), and by Brett, L.J.,in Winter- 
Sela v. Bradnum (26 W. R. 353, L. R, 3, Q. B. D. 324), which 
tended to show that a counter-claim is a wholly independent 
action, though for convenience of procedure the claim and 
counter-claim are combined in one action. No doubt in 
Vavasseur v, Krupp (L. R. 15 Ch. D, 474) the Master of 
the Rolls held that a counter-claim is part of the original 
action, and that, when the original action is discontinued, 
the counter-claim is gone too, and the defendant must assert 





his claim ia a fresh action. But if the views of Cockburn, 
C.J., Brett, L.J., and Manisty, J., were right, it would seem 
at least doubtful whether that decision of the Master of the 


‘Rolls was correct. And his lordship thought it would result 


in great inconvenience, for, if the defendant had brought a 
separate action, he could go on with it, whether the plaintiff 
went on with his action or not ; whereas, if the defendant pro- 
ceeded by way of counter-claim, his right might be defeated, 
after all the expense had been incurred, by the plaintiff’s 
dropping his independent action. His lordship h that the 
question would soon be decided by the Court of Appeal ; but 

meanwhile, the matter being one of great and general interest’ 
he thought it right to express his own view.—Sonictroas’ 
F. C. Tudor ; EB, Johnson. 


TENANT FOR Lire AND REMAINDERMAN—LEASEHOLDS 
—ReEpalrns—TRUSTEE—RECEIVER.—In a case of Jn re 
Fowler, before Fry, J., on the 26th ult, a question 
arose as tothe right of a trustee of leaseholds, be- 
queathed on trust for a tenant for life and remaindermen, 
to compel the application of the rents in the repair of 
the property. Leasehold houses were bequeathed by a 
testator toa married woman and two other persons (the 
three trustees being also the executors) on trust for the 
married woman for her separate use, without power of 
anticipation, for her life, and after her death on trust for 
her children. She was allowed to receive the rents. The 
houses were not kept in a proper state of repair, and the 
action was brought by one of the trustees against the 
married woman and her husband and the third trastee, 
claiming the making of some provision for the repair of 
the houses, and the meetingany claim for dilapidations which 
might be made by the landlord. The plaintiff also asked for 
the appointment of a receiver of the rents. Before the 
action was commenced the tenant for life and her husband 
had offered to indemnify the trustees and execators against 
liability on the covenants in the leases by investing asamof 
money in the names of the plaintiff and defendants. Fry, 
J., said that it was the daty of the trustees to keep the 
property free from the risk of forfeiture for the remainder- 
men, and the rents were the only fund by meansof which 
that duty could be discharged. They had, therefore, a 
right to have the covenants of the leases performed out of 
the rents. They were not bound to be satisfied with an 
indemnity against the risk to which they would be exposed 
by reason of a breach of their duty, bat they were entitled 
to have the covenants in the leases specifically performed. 
There must be a declaration that the plaintiff was entitled 
to have the covenants in the leases performed by means of 
the rents, and for the purpose of giving effect to the 
declaration, a receiver of the rents must be appointed.— 
Soxicrrors, D. E, Langham; Rizons. 


Witt — Prosare— Masrigp WomaN—Consentr OF 
Hvuesanp.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division, on the lst inst., judgment was given (Jn the 
Goods of Cooper) for a grant of probate of the will of a 
married woman under the following circumstances. The 
testatrix appointed her husbandand her brotheras her execn- 
tors, and on the day on which the will was signed the 
husband signed the following memorandum ;—* F acknow- 
ledge that the sams of £400 and £200, now in the hands 
of Mr. Broughton, solicitor, Birmingham, are the separate 
estate of my wife, to dispose of as she may think fit.” 
He never did any act to retract this consent, bat in con- 
sequence of his ill-health he took no steps to obtain probate 
of the will, and he died about four months after his wife, 
and before the other executor had obtained a grant of 
probate. Hannen, P., said that there was no doubt 
that the husband could have retracted his consent to 
the wife’s wiil before her death, or after her death and 
before probate. On the other hand, the consent could be 
implied from circumstances. Here the husband had ex- 
preasly assented to the wife’s disposition of her property, 
and during the remainder of his life he had never 
sought to revoke this consent. Probate of the will would 
therefore-be gracted tothe surviving execator.—Soticitors, 
Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy. 
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CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS. 


Before Mr. Recistran Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb. 16.—Ez parte-Andrews, Re Allison. 
ons be sale My hasty 4 be made in consideration of 
to, and £75 paid by, the mortgagee. 

It appeared ‘chat, in fact, the £235 formed part of the con- 
sideration for a previous bill of sale, repayable by instalments, 
some of which were due at the date of the second bill of sale. 

Held, that the consideration for the second bill of sale was 
_—— in accordance with the requirements of section 8 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. 

This was an application on behalf of Joseph Audrews, the 
trustee of the property of Wm. Cumberland Allison, for a 
declaration that a bill of sale, dated March 30, 1880, and 
exethted by the debtor in favour of Charles Huntley 
Wheatley, carrying on business as the Imperial Deposit 
Bank, was void against the trustee. 

The deed contained the following recitals :—‘‘ Whereas 
the mortgagor is indebted to the mortgagee in the sum of 
£235, as he doth hereby admit. And whereas the mortgagor 
bath applied to the mortgagee for a further advance of £75, 
which he, the mortgagee, hath agreed to lend upon having 
the same and the said debt, with £15, the agreed amount of 
bonue'and expenses attending and incidental thereto, making 
in ‘all the sum of £325 (hereinafter called the advance), ee- 
cured to him in manner hereinafter expressed, and upon 
having the benefit of any security which he now holds, or 
which may hereafter be given in respect of the said advance 
by guarantee.” 

Then the deed witnessed that ‘‘in consideration of the said 
sum of £235 so owing as aforesaid, and of the further sum of 
£75 thisday paid by the mortgagee to the mortgagor (the 
receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged),”. the mortgagor 
+ + + assigned unto the mortgagee all and singular the 
furniture, &c. (describing the property). 

EB. C. Willis, for the trustee, in support of the application, 
contended that the bill of sale was void by reason of the con- 
sideration not having been set forth in accordance with the 
requirements of section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. He 
cited Ex parte National Mercantile Bank, Re Haynes (28 W. 
R. 848, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 42) ; Ex parte Foreman, Re Roberts 

25 Sonicrtors’ Journat, 259) ; Ex parte Sturt, Re Pearcy 
20 W. R. 200, L. R. 13 Eq. 309). 
8. T. Cooper (solicitor), for the respondent, was not called 


The facts which gave rise to the execution of the bill of 
are stated in the judgment. 


F.§ 
4 


was not a bill of sale which ought to be set aside 
the ground that the consideration ‘was not properly set 
under section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act. That section 
the subject of consideration on more than one 
the Court of Appeal, and the substantial result 
the decisions was that the section should not be stretched too 
, bat should receive a reasonable interpretation. The ques- 
in this case was whether or not there had been an accurate 
ion of the consideration in respect of which the bill 
given. The argument of Mr. Willis on this 
the ease was ingenious—namely, that the clause 
that there wasa debt of £235 existing at the 
bill of ‘sale was untrue; but he (the registrar) 
convinced by the argument. It was perfectly true 
that there might be debitum in presenti solvendum in futuro, 
but it was equally true that debitum in presenti might by 
negotiation between the parties be resolved into debitum in 
pravati, solvendum in presenti ; and in bis view that was the 
proper construction to be placed upon the circumstances in 
the present case. Under a deed dated June 24, 1879, certain 
sums were advanced to the debtor, in respect of which the 
agreement was that he should make repayment by instal- 
there wae no doubt that when a further advance 

in March, 1380, some futore instalments were to 

ed by deed. On March 30, 1880, the debtor 
to the bank manager for a further advance, and a 
took place, which resulted in certain papers being 
before him, and he (the registrar) had not the slight- 

in the world that the parties fully understood one 

, aod there was no ground for any imputation of fraud 

with regard to the bank manager. It was not the case of a 
mere novice or child going to the bank for the first time and 
getting money. The debtor previously had dealings with the 
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. Recisrrar Murray said he had made up his mind | 





bank, and had obtained advances on what ou'siders called 
exorbitant terms, bat which he was willing to it. 
Finding himself in want of more money, he ‘went ‘> he 
bank with the full knowledge of the mode of dealing, 
and negotiated for a further advance of £75, and his 
Honour believed that, if much harder terms had been made, 
the debtor would have consented to them. When matterg 
came to a crisis, and the debtor, after going on for two or 
three months, found it necessary to file his petition, it 
occurred to him to allege that he had been defrauded and 
deceived, that he was not able to make out the figures upon 
which the bank relied, and he gave information which in- 
duced the trustee to launch the present motion. He thought 
it would have been more prudent if the trustee, before taking 
this course, had availed himself of the right of examining. 
the parties under section 96. The only ground practically 
upon which the case of the trustee could rest was that the 
consideration had been untruly stated in the bill of sale, 
The amount for which the debtor was said to be indebted to 
the bank on March 30, 1880, was entered at £235, and Mr, 
Willis had contended that this amount was not then actually 
owing to the bank. But the first recital was that Allison 
was indebted to the bank in the sum of £235, and it went 
on to say that in consideration of the £235 so due and owing, 
the debtor executed the bill of sale, The argument of Mr. 
Willis on that point might therefore be — as hyper- 
critical, because the money was then actually due and owing,. 
although to a certain extent it was debitum in presenti solven- 
dum in futuro, as part of the amount secured by the bill of 
sale was to be paid by instalments not then due. The 
debtor, who was no novice in these matters, was given to- 
understand by the bank manager that if he wanted more 
money the debt payable by instalments must be presently 
due, and in consideration of that a further advance of £75 
was made. Was not that a legitimate bargain to make ? and 
was it not right under the circumstances to state in the bill 
of sale that Allison was indebted to the bank in the sam of 
£235 ? He was of opinion that the recital was strictly true, 
and he must refuse the motion of the trustee. With regard 
to the moral aspect of these transactions, he said it would, 
no doubt, be a very good thing if men could be prevented 
from borrowing money upon any terms they could getit, and 
also if persons could be stopped from lending money at an ex 
orbitant rate of interest, but that was beside the present 
question. The application must be dismissed, with costs.. 
Solicitor for the trustee, H. Aird. 


(Before Mr. Recisrrar Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb. 23.—Re Briscomb. 

A debtor presented a for liquidation, but registration 
‘was refused of the ations wed by creditors at the first: 
meeting on the *ground of m ription. A creditor having 
filed a petition for adjudication, the court refused to give the 
dabtor leave to present a second petition for liquidation. 


On the 29th of November, 1880, William G. N. Briscomb. 
presented a petition for liquidation by arrangement or com- 
position. He described himself as of ‘‘No. 21, Warwick- 
street, Pimlico, in the county of Middlesex, and of 3, 
Florence-villas, Herne Hill, in the county of Sarrey, 4 
and outfitter.” At the adjourned first meeting of creditors, 
held on the 5th of January, resolutions were passed accept. 
ing a composition of four shillings in the pound, and on'the 
17th they were confirmed, On the 17th Messrs, Loog & Co.. 
(Limited), acting under the belief that the resolutions had 
not been passed by the statutory majority, and that they 
were open to objection on other grounds, presented a petition. 
for adjudication against the debtor. 

The application to register the resolutions and to determine. 
the validity of the objections to the proofs came on to be 
heard before Mr. Registrar Marray on the 8th of February, 
when Loog & Co. (Limited) appeared by their solicitor, ao 
registration of the resolutions was refused upon the ‘ 
of the misdescription of the debtor, he having on 
business daring the past twelve months as a hatter at No. 
808, Warwick-street, Pimlico, in addition to the shop men- 
tioned in the petition, No. 21. Such refusal proceeded upon 
the decision of the Lords Justices in Lx parte Jerningham 
(27 W. R. 157, L. R. 9 Oh, D, 466). 

It therefore became unnecessary to examine the other 

‘ounds of objection, but they were not Withdrawn, The 

kruptey pie had been served, and ‘was appolated to- 
be heard on the 28th of February. 





THE .SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





March 5, 1881. 





-. The debtor now applied for leave to file a fresh petition 
for liquidation, and he stated in his affidavit ‘* it-was by 
sheer inadvertence on my part that my petition did not 
disclose the shop in which I had previous-to filing my said 
petition carried on the business of a hatter. When I dis- 

of the shop No. 30s, Warwick-street, I removed all the 

stock I had there to No. 21, Warwick-street, which is almost 
opposite No. 30, Warwick-street. I had no object what- 
ever in concealing the last-mentioned address, and it was 
entirely by my mistake that the same did not appear in my 
petition.” 

E. C. Willis, in support of the application. 

Brough, for the petitioning creditor, 

Mr. Rectstrar Murray said the same strictness must 
be observed upon un application for leave to file a fresh 

tition for liquidation as upon an application for a new 
frst meeting. He had heard the evidence given when the 
debtor applied to register the resolutions, and he did not 
think the inaccuracy of the description'had arisen from mere 
inadvertence. The petitioning creditor had now incurred 
the expense of presenting a petition for adjudication, which 
was returnable on the 28th February, and no ground what- 
ever had been shown for granting the application. It must 
be refused, with costs. 

Solicitor for the debtor, H. Rumney. 

Solicitors for the petitioning creditor, Rooks & Co, 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Henry Matuer Jackson, baronet, Q.C., M.P., has 
been appointed a Judge of the Queen’s Bench Division. Sir 
H. M. Jackson is the eldest son of the Jate Sir William Jack- 
son. He was born in 1831, and succeeded to the 
baronetcy on his father’s death in 1876. He was educated 
at Harrow and at Trinity College, Oxford, where he gradu- 
ated second elass in classics in 1853,.and he was. called to 
the bar ,at Lincoln’s-ino, in Michaelmas Term, 1855, He 
became a Queen's Counsel in 1873, and Las since practised 
in the court of Vice-Chancellor Bacon He was M.P. for 
Coventry in the Liberal interest from July, 1867, till Novem- 
ber, 1868, and he was re-elected in 1874. Sir H. M. Jack- 
son; isa bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and a ‘magistrate and 
deputy-lieutenant for Monmouthshire. 


Mr. James CuartEs Maruew, barrister, has: been ap- 
inted a Judge of the Queen’s Bench Division. Mr. Justice 
thew was called to the bar at Lincolo’s [nn in Hilary 
Term, 1854 (having.in-the previous November obtained an 
open studentship), and he is a member of the South-Eastern 
Circuit. He recently acted asa member of the committee 
on the subject of Costs of Legal Proceedings. 

Mr. Joun Barren, F.8.A., of Upcerne, Yeovil, has been ap- 
a High Sheriff of Dorsetshire for the ensuing year. 

. ‘Batten is the eldest.son of Mr. John Batten, solicitor, of 
Yeovil. He was:born.in 1815, and was admitted a solici- 
tor in 1838. He formerly practised at Yeovil, and was for 
several years town clerk of.that borough, Mr. Batten is a 
anon and deputy-lieutenant for Dorsetshire and Somer- 
daipesdicop dmatetentodes thn Setenpebeapine tenons 

tipendi: te:for the ny of) Briti uras. 
Ms eolnene called to the bar.at .Lineoln’s-inn in Easter 
Term, 1858, andvhe is a member of ;the South-Kastern 
Circuit, having practised aleo at the Central Criminal Court 
and at the Middlesex Sessions. 

Mr. Frepertcx Durrton, solicitor, of 21, Draper's. 
gardens, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Married Women for the Uolonies of New 
South Wales, Queensland, and New Zealand, and also a 
Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the Supreme Courts of 
the Colonies of New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, and 
New Zealand. 

Mr, Grantty Hype Firzuarpiner, barrister, bas been 
appointed Public Prosecutor for the Southern District of the 
Colony of New South Wales. Mr, Fitshardinge was called to 
the bar at Sydney in 1868. 

Mr. Joun Graves, solicitor (of the firm of Rutland & 
Gra ves), of Peterborough and Whittlesey, haa been elected 
Town Clerk of the Borough of Salford, in succession to Mr. 
Christopher Moorhouse, who has been appointed Solicitor to 





the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company. “*Mr. 

Graves was admitted a solicitor in 1869, and he has* beewfor 

several:years clerk to the Yaxley Fen Drainage Gommis- 

sioners, and solicitor and secretary to the Peterborongh Gas 
y. 

Mr: Atexanper Surrn Kinnear, LL.D., Deanof the 
Faculty of Advocates in Scotland, has been created a Queen’s 
Counsel for Seotland. 

Mr. Cartes Henry THomas MarsHaun, solicitor: (of 
the firm of. Middleton & Marshall), of Colchester,’ 
and Manningtree, has been appointed a Commissioner te 
administer Ostbs in the Sapreme Coart of Judicature. 


Mr. Frepsrick Witu1amM McBrame, LL. D.; has been 
appointed a Divisional Police Mugistrate at Dablin. Mr. 

cBlaine was called to the bar at Dublia in 1845, and he is 
a member of the North-East Circuit. 

Mr. Morter RopweE tt, solicitor (of the firm of Morley 
Rodwell & Evans), of 89, Chancery-lane, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. W1111aM Rorte, solicitor (of the firm of Royle, Smith, 
Foss, & Royle), of 4, Bedford-row, bas been appointed a 
Commissioner,to administer Oaths in the Sapreme Court of 
Judicature, 

Mr, Gzorcz Bett Roruera, solicitor (of the firm of 
Rothera & Sons), of Nottmgbam, has been elected President 
of the Nottingham Incorporated Law Society for the ensu- 
ing year. Mr. Rothera was admitted a solicitor in 1859. 

Mr. Atrrep Oxwnarp Smrtu, solicitor, of Durham, -hes 
been appointed Regis'rar of the Court of Chancery forthe 
County Palatine of Durham, on the resignation of his 
partaer, Mr, John Watson. Mr. Smith was admittedasoli- 
citor in 1873, aad is acting under-sheriff for the county ef 
Durham. Mr. Smith has also succeeded Mr. Watson in the 
office of Clerk to the Visiting Justices of the Durham 
County Lunatic Asylum. 

Mr. James Woon, solicitor, of Bradford, has been ap- 
pointed a Magistrate for that borough. Mr. Wood was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1839, and was until lately a member of 
the firm of Wood, Killick, & Hutton, but has now retired 
from practice. 





COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomt Srocx Companrss. 


Liwirep rx CHANCERY. 
ANGLO-FPREencH Perestarn Company, Lowirep.—Cveditors are re« 
. x i : 


quired on or before March 28 their names and addresses 
and the particulars of their: debts or claims to Samuel Lovelock, 
Coleman st. April 11 at 11 is appointed for hearing and: adjadi- 
cating the debts and’claims 
Darurneton Braswery Company, Lurrrep.—The MR. has 
order dated Feb 12, appointed William Augustine Spain, 
bldgs, Basinghall st, to be provisional official liquidator 
[G@asette, Feb. 25.] 


Aneio-Frenca Brewsry Company, Liurrep.—The M.R. has by 
an order dated Feb 1- appointed John Smith, Old ne 


before Mareh 

i addresses and the particulars of their 

debts or claims to the above. April 12 at 1] is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts orclaims 

Bovurwemovuts# anp Sours Coast Staam Packet Company, Liwtrep. 
—Petition for winding uj Feb 28, directed to be heard 
before Hall, V.C.,,on March 11. Bell and Go, Bow churchyard, 
agents for Alcock and Routledge, Sunderland, solicitors for the 


Daruineton Baswery Company, Loerrep.—By an order made 
the M.R. dated Feb 19 it was ordered that the com be 
up. Walker and Co, Serjeant’s inn, Temple, i for the 
petitioner 

Etporapo Gotp Mintne Company, Lomrrsp —By an order made 
by the M.R. dated Feb 19 it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. Randall and Angier, Gray’s inn pl,. petitioners m 

rson 

olpesm’ Socrsry, Luaresep.—By an order made by the M.R. dated 
Feb 19 it was ordered that the society be wound up, Baker and 
Nairne, Crosby sq, solicitors for creditors 

Grocers’ Socrery, Lourrsv.—The M.R. has fixed March 9 at Hat 
his chambers for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Hastvax Burmpive anp Quarayrve Company, Loerep.— The 
M.R..has byan order dated Jan 24 appointed Joshua Amnitage 
Riley, Cheapside, Halifax, to be official Nquidator 

Moray Fretw Minixe Company, Lawrerp.—Petition winding 
aby ggy aoe Feb 25, directed to. be heard before the M.R. on 
= 13, Greentield and Abbott, Queen Victoria st, soliciters for 

er 
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Rexzcr’s Parent Ick Company, Liutrep.—Petition for winding up, 
mted Feb 26, directed to be heard before V.C. on Mar 
1. Norris, Allens, and Carter, Bedford row, solici for the 


SaxpErson axp Company, Liwrrsp.—By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated Feb 18, hed a es the — be 
wound up. Layton acques, place, agents for ven 
and Sunderland and Whitley and Whitley, Huddersfield 

Ywismzevpwr Trx Prats Company, Lowtep.—By an order made 
by V.C. Malins, dated Feb 18, it was ordered that the above com- 

be — 3 Peg Godliman st, agent for Thomas, 
Bwansea, solicitor for titioner 
ws [ Gazette, Mar. 1.] 


Usirmirep rn CHANCERY. ict 8 
Hotty Hovse Freexoup Lanp Socrery.—Petition for winding up 
presented Feb 26, directed to be heard before the M.R. on March 
12. Munton and Morris, Lambeth hill, agents for Parker and 
Brailsford, Sheffield, solicitors for the petitioners 
(Gazette, March 1.] 


County PatatTine oF LANCASTER. 

Kyort Mitt Darwen Parer Company, Lixuirep.—Creditors are 
required on or before March 26 to send their names and addresses 
and the particulars of their debts or claims to William Hutchin- 
son, Victoria st, Blackburn. April 8 at 11 is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts or claims 

[ Gazette, Feb 25.] 


Mancuestrer ayy County Insvrayce Company, Lixwrtep.—The 
V.C. has, by an order. dated Jan 13, appointed John Merritt 
Wade, Fenwick st, to be official liquidator 

[ Gazette, Mar. 1.] 


Frrexpiy Societies Dissoiven. 

Cover Gzorcs or Grex, Ancient Order of Foresters’ Friendly 
Society, Talbot and Falcon Inn, Northgate, Wakefield, York. 
Feb 21 

Farra, Horr, axp Cuanrry Loner, Order of Druids Friendly 
— iety, Buil and Dog Inn, Higher Change, Bacup, Lancaster. 

eb 21 
{ Gazette. Feb. 25. | 

Eerrtos Grocery Socrerr, Lrurrep, Blackburn rd, Egerton, 

Lancaster. 


Feb 24 
[ Gazette, March 1.] 





OBITUARY. 


MR. THOMAS HAMLIN, 


Mr. Thomas Hamlin, solicitor, of Bristol and Wrington, 
died at Clifton, from paralysis, on the 19th ult. Mr. Hamlin 
was admitted a solicitor in 1835, having served his articles 
to Mr. Samuel Baker, of Blagdon, in whose office he was for 
some time managing clerk. Two or three years later he 
settled at Wrington, where he carried on business until bis 
death, and more recently he had also an office at Bristol. 
Mr. Hamlin was acomwissioner to administer oaths in the 
Sspreme Court of Judicature, and a perpetual commis- 
sioner for Gloucestershire, Somersetehire, and the city of 
Bristol, and he had a good private practice. was 4 man 
of very liberal and charitable disposition. He had contributed 
largely to the building of the church at Redhill, near Wring- 
ton, of which he was for several years churchwarden, and 
he was chairman of the Blagdon Benefit Society. He was 
an active member of the local Conservative party. 


MR. THOMAS FLOUD. 


Wr. Thomas Floud, solicitor, of Exeter, died at that place 
on the 23rd ult. Mr. Floud was the son of Mr. Thomas 
Fioud, of Exeter, and was born in 1814. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1625, and had practised for about forty-five years 
at Exeter, where he was universally respected. Mr, Floud 

iy practined in the District Bankruptcy Court at Exeter, 
and he bad aleo 2 good general practice in Exeter and the 

i hood. He was « perpetual commissioner for 
Devonshire aod the city of Exeter, and was clerk and solicitor 
to the feofices of &. Petrock’s parieh. 


MR. WILLIAM EDWARDES HENNIKER 
FORSYTH, 

Mr. William VAwardes Henniker Forsyth, barrister, died 
Calentta, on the 24r4 ult., at the early ‘F of thirty-five. 
aa the eldest won of Mr. William Forsyth, 
‘arylebone, his mother having been a 
Mr. George Lysil, formerly MY, for the 
he was born in 1645, He was educated 
Cambridge, where he graduated in the 
he Caswical tripos in 1867, He was called 
Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1664, 
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and he joined the Home Circuit and the East and West Kent 
Sessions. A few years ago he went to India, and was duly 
admitted to practice at the bar at Culcutta. He was succegs- 
ful} in obtaining business, and had for several years held 
the office of Clerk of the Crown. 


MR. JAMES ST. GEORGE BURKE, Q.C, 


Mr. James St. George Burke, Q.C., died suddenly at hig 
residence, The Auberies, near Sudbury, on the 25th ult. Mr, 
Barke was the second son of the late Mr. John French 
Burke. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Michaelmas Term, 1846, and confiaed himself to parlia- 
mentary. practice. He received a silk gown from Lord 
Westbury in 1862, and for many years enjoyed a lucrative 
leading business before Parliamentary Committees. He was 
for many years counsel to the London, Chatham, and Dover 
Railway Company, and to other important public bodies. 
He retired from practice about twelve years ago, and had 
since resided at his country seat. Mr. Burke was a bencher 
of the Middle Temple, and he was for several years governor 
of the Imperial Gas Company. He was married to the 
second daughter of Mr. John Grabbe, of Horsendon House, 
Buckinghamshire. He had been for several years a 


widower, and leaves six sons aod three daughters. 


MR, ROBERT WILLIAM HEAD, 


Mr. Robert William Heai, solicitor, of Exeter, died 
on the 27:h ult. Mr. Head was the son of Mr. 
Robert Thomas Head, solicitor, of Exeter, and he was an 
M.A. of Magdalen College, Cambridge. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1846, and had ever since practised at Exeter. 
He was for some time in partnership with Mr. Bartholomew 
Charles Gidley, the present town clerk of Exeter. He was 
a perpetual commissioner for Devonshire, and the city of 
Exeter, and he was for several years solicitor to the West of 
England and South Wales Land Drainage and Inclosure Com- 
pany. Mr. Head formerly represented St. Sidwell’s Ward 
in the Exeter Town Council. He was secretary to the West 
of England Peat Company, the members of which recently 
appointed a committee of investigation to inquire into the 
conduct of the directors. The business had caused Mr, 
Head much anxiety and irritation, and on Sunday, the 27th 
ult., he was found lying dead in a stream near his father’s 
house at Alphington. An inquest has been held, and a ver- 
dict of ‘‘ Found drowned ” was returned by the jury. 








REFRESHERS. 


Tue following letter, concluding the correspondence, has 
been published :— 
‘* New-court, Temple, Feb. 24, 

“ My dear Mr. Clabon,—It would be discourteous if I did 
not acknowledge the receipt of your letter of yesterday’s 
date; but the explanation we sought to obtain does not 
appear to be contained in it. 

** The desire you express to assist in lessening the exces. 
sive cost of litigation is most laudable, It does not, how- 
ever, affect the question raised by our correspondence. 

“You ure good enough in your last letter to say that the 
meaning and intention of the Council of tho Incorporated 
Law Society in making the suggestion contained in para- 
graph 5 were to point ont objections to ‘a syatem,’ and not 
to make personal charges against those who use it. Still I 
must remind you of the statement made by the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society—viz., that the receipt by 
counsel of daily refreshers was o principal cause of the un- 
due lengthening of legal proceedings in court. The mere 
payment of such refreshers—that is, ‘the system ’—can- 
not of itself cause such annecessary length, Ib must be 
t the effect of such payments that the evil was intended 
to be ascribed, The only effect which oan be alleged 
as producing tho result is the impgopor inflaenoe on the 
minds of counsel, for if they are not influenced by the 
receipt of the refreshers, the trial would not be prolonged, 
and ‘the system’ would produce no such evil result, 

“ Bat a4 I gather from the tone of your letters that the 
Counoil of the Incorporated Law Soolety would not, if they 
had reflected before publishing these suggestions, have em- 
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ployed words so likely to be construed as conveying a serious 
charge against members of our profession, I think we had 
better erdeavonr to forget that the suggestion was ever 
ade, and thas bring our correspondence to a close. 
‘Tam, yours very truly, 
‘‘ Henry James,” 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday, the 3rd inst., the following being present— 
viz., Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. Boodle, 
Barges, Collisson, Desborough (janr.), Lucas, and A. B. 
Carpenter (secretary), a grant of £10 was made to a 
member, one new ber was elected, and the ordinary 
general business was transacted. 





MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 


The annual dinner of this association took place on the even- 
ing of Wednesday, February 23, at the Albion Hotel, Piccadilly, 
Manchester. Mr. George Hadfield, the president of the associa- 
tion, occupied the chair, the vice-presidents being Mr. James 
Watkins, of Bolton, and Mr. Heary Taylor. There were 
present Mr. James Crossley (president of the Cheetham 
Society, and one of the founders and the first president of the 
Manchester Law Association); a deputation from the Incor- 
oon Law Society of Liverpool, consisting of Mr. C. H. 

orton (hon, sec.), and Mr. F. D. Lowndes ; and the fol- 
lowing members of the Manchester Association — viz., 
Messrs. Edwin Almond, T. T. Bellhouse, James Booth, Ei- 
ward Bythway, Thomas Claye, Thomas Diggles, J. A. 
oyster, James Hall, William Harper (Bury), T. R. Haslam, 
‘T. W. Heelis (Bolton), C. H. Hinde, C. H. Holden (Bolton), 
James Kershaw, W. W. Kirkman, J. J. Lambert, Alfred 
Leaf, F. J. Marlow, J. F. Milne, J. B. Parkinson, J. E. 
Rains, J. W. Roberts, John Ludlow, Leonard Tatham, G. B. 
Witherington, P. Watson (Bury), M, Bateson Wood, C. S. 
Wilson, Samuel Woodcock (Bury), Perey Woolley, and S. 
Unwin (bon. sec.). The usual loyal and patriotic toasts were 
proposed by the chairman, the ‘‘ Army, Navy, and Volua- 
teers” beiog responded to Captain Harper; Mr. Crossley 
proposed ‘* The Manchester Incorporated Law Association,” 
which was acknowledgedby Mr. Diggles ; Mr. Leaf proposed 
“The Lord Chancellor and the Judges, including the Local 
Judges.” Mr. Bateson Wood proposed “The Incorporated 
Law Society of Liverpool,” which was responded to by Mr, 
Lowndes and Mr. Morton. The healths of Mr. Crossley and 
of the hon, eecretary (Mr. Unwin) were proposed by Mr. 
Harper and Mr. Leaf, and acknowledged. Mr. J. F. Milne 
gave “The President and Chairman,” and Mr. J. Evan 
Rains proposed, and Mr. Leonard Tatham responded to, the 
toast of ‘The Lancashire Witches.” In the course of the 
evening the Heelis Gold Medal, founded in 1873, in memory 
of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, as an annual prize for the 
student from Manchester or Salford who shall pass the 
best examination at the final examinations of the Incor- 
porated Law Society of the United Kingdom, was presented, 
by the president, to Mr. James Douglas, who served his 
dlerkebip with Messrs, Lingards & Newby, of Manchester, and 
Messrs, Cunliffe, Beaumont, & Davenport, of London, 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
Honours Examtnation,—Janvary, 1881. 

At tho examination for honours of candidates for admis- 
aion on the roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the 
Examination Committes recommended the following gentle- 
amon aa belog entitled to honorary distinction :-— 


Finer Crass, 
(In order of merit.) 
Harry Faulkner Brown, who served hia clerkship to 





Mr. Henry Thomas Brown, of Chester; and Messrs. Milne, 
Riddle, & Mellor, of London. ane 

Robert Leonard, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Henry Selfe Leonard, of London. 

Frank Watkins, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
James Watkins, of Bolton ; and Mr. Charles Heaton Hinde, 
of Manchester. 

Hugh Neville Bewley, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Alfred Bright, of the firm of Messrs. Bateson & Co., of 
Liverpool; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 

James Alfred Doudney, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Frank Richardson & Sadler, of London. 

William Floyd, who served his clerkship to Mr. John 
Ellison, of Cambridge. 

Thomas Carleton Bates, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Robert Rogers Nelson, of London ; and Messrs. Maples, 
Teesdale, & Co., of London. 


Seconp Crass. 
[Im alphabetical order.] 

Ernest Orrell Bake, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Richard Moore Cooper, of London. 

Henry Freeman Bennett, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Pain & Hawtin, of Banbury. 

Hubert James Boughton, who served his clerkship te 
Messrs. Bretherton & Son, of Gloucester; and Mr. Henry 
James Bretherton, of London, 

William Harrison, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Frederic Stanley Higson, of the firm of Messrs. Higson & 
Son, of Manchester. 

Frederick William Chant Hobrow, who served his clerk- 
ship to Messrs. Stopher & Rundle, of Loadon. 

Henry Lennox Hopkinson, B.A., who served his clerk- 
ship to Mr. James Fraser, of Ashford ; and Messrs. Dawes 
& Sons, of London. 

John Stamper Kitching, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
John Edward Thorley Graham, of the firm of Messrs. Moody, 
Turnbull, & Graham, of Scarborough; and Messrs. Laytoa & 
Jaques, of London. 

‘Thomas Dunn Marshall, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Thomas Tinley Dale, of South Shields. 

Charles Millard, who served his clerkship to Mr. David 
Lloyd, of Lampeter. 

William Herbert Olding, who served his clership to Mr. 
John Attenborough, of London. 

Walter John Preston, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Horace William Smith, of the firm of Messrs. Fladgate, 
Smith, & Fladgate, of London. 

Edgar Bryce Pyman, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Charles Seaton Pemberton, of the firm of Messrs. Lee & 
Pemberton, of London; and Mr. Wm. Benniag Pritchard, 
of the firm of Messrs. Pritchard & Sous, of Loadon. 

William Henry Sargeant, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Nathaniel White, of the firm of Messrs. Whites, Renard, & 
Co., of London. 

John Thomas Beadsworth Sewell, who served his clerkship 
to Mr. John Leifchild Hopkins, of Steyning ; aed Messrs. 
Parkis & Perry, of London. 

Edward Garthwaite Weaving, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Joseph Edmund Wilkinson, of Market Drayton. 

Thomas Williams, jun., who served his clerkship te Mr, 
Alfred Curtis, of Neath. 


Turep Crass. 
[Iu alphabetical order.] 

James Wellingtoa Russell Almoad, who served his clerk- 
ship to Mr. Heary Tebbs, of Bedford. 

Charles Frank Andrews, who served his ng, Mr. 
Henry Underhill, of Wolverhampton ; Messrs. Wilkina, 
pa & Fanshawe, of Loudon ; and Mr. John Andrews, of 

on on, 

George Bliss, who served his clerkship te Mr, Benjamia 
William Aptia, of Banbury. 

Heory Brightwell, who served his clerkship te Mb. 
Frederic Oddin Taylor, of Norwich. 

John William Clark, who served his clerkship te Mr, John 
Gibaon Youll, of the firm of Mesars, Coartres, Yoall, & 
Wilkinson, of a ger oe 

Frederick Davies, who served his clerkship te Mr, Jesse 
Thomas Davies, of London, 

Alfred Heary Drew, who served his ol ip to Mr. 
William Ghubb, of the firm of Mesare, Deane, Chabd, & Oa, 
of London, 

John Crosby Gilmore, B.A, whe served his clerkship te 
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Mr, Francis Gillmore Duventt) of Bristol ; and Messrs. Shaen, 
Roscoe, & Co., of London. 

Frank Edward Hodgkinson, who served ‘his clerkship to 
Mr. Percival Hodgkinson, of London. 

Edward Tudor Jones, who served his clerkship ‘to Mr, 
Hugh Roberts, of the firm of Messrs. Oharles A. Jones & 
Roberts, of Carnarvon. 

William Andrew Jones, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
James Booth, of Manchester. 
®@ Frank John Leslie, who served his ee Mr. Henry 
Lewis Gregory, of the firm of Messrs. J Gregory, of 
Liverpool. 
Walter Sydney Livesay, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Hill, Fitzhugh, Woolley, & Griffith, of Brighton. 

John Lord, who served his clerkship ‘to Mr. Henry 
Liversidge, of Winterton ; and Mr. Frank Crowder Hett, 
of the firm of Messrs. Freer, Hett, & Hett, of Brigg. 

George Alfred Matthew, B.A., who served his clerkship 
to Messre, Eadens & Knowles, of Cambridge; and Messrs. 
Cole & Jackson, of London. 

George Henry Morgan Owen, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. George Thomas, of the firm of Messrs. J, H. Roberts 
& Thomas, of Carnarvon. 

George Ostler Nicholson, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Frank Crowder Hett, of the firm of Messrs. Freer, Hett, 
& Hett, of Brigg; and Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, Withers, 
& Russell, of London. 

Walter. Palmer, who served his clerkship to Mr. Benjamin 
Bedell, of Bristol. 

John Thorpe Perry, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Roby Liddington Thorpe, of Nottingham ; and Messrs. 
Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 

James Pagh, who served his clerkship to Mr. Richard 
Williams, of the firm of Messrs. Williams, Gittins, & 
Taylor, of Newtown; and Mr. George Rennie Thorne, of 
Wolverhampton. 

Henry Morgan Rees, who served hisclerkship to Messrs, 
Ingledew, Ince, & Vachell, of Cardiff; and Mr. Daniel 
Rees, of Cardiff. 

Louis Henry Shadbolt, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Edmand Child Heynes, of the firm of Messrs. Hunters, 
Gwatkiv, & Haynes, of London. 

Alfred Slater, who served his clerkship to Mr. Henry 
Montague Trenchard, of Taunton ; and Messrs. Whitakers 
& Woolbert, of London. 

John Charles Smith, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Charles Webster, of Axebridge, Somerset. 

Herbert John Wood, LL.B., who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Charles Taylor Ware, of the firm of Messrs. Ware & 
Hawes, of London, 

John Kyme Wright, jan., LL.B., who served his clerk- 
ship to Mr. John Kyme Wright, of the firm of Messrs. 
Wright.acd Pilley, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have ac- 
cordingly given class certificates and awarded the fol- 
lowing prizes of books : — 

To Mr. Brown, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clement’s-inv, value ten guineas. 

To Mr. Leonard, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Olifford’s-inn, value five guineas. 

To Mr. Watkins, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
New Inn, value five guineas. 

To Mr. Bewley, Mr. ra Mr. Floyd, and Mr. Bates, 
Prizes of the Incorporated Law Society, value 5 guineas 
each 


The council have given class certificates to the candi- 
dates in the second and third classes. 

The number of candidates who attended the examination 
was eighty-four. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Tuesday last at 
the Law Library, Bennett’s-hill, Birmingham, J. Moore 
my meray being in the chair. Afier the special business 
a ion took place on moot point No, 640: “ Can the 
law laid down in Leggott vy. Barrett be regarded as satisfac- 

7 Genesi ¥. Cooper & Co. (L. R. 14 Ch, D. 

50d a Bs Barrett (L. BR. 138 Ch. D. 306). 
the affirmative were Messrs. Barrows, 

pg and Crockford. The speakers on the negative 
were Messrs. Davies, Smith, and Cochrane, After a few 
remarks from the chairman, the question was put to the 





nding and:earried inthe affirmative. A vote of thanks to 
the chairman concluded the meeting. 


— 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


The'tenth meeting of the session was held on Tuesday, 
the 1st of March, at the Law Library, Cross-street Chambers, 
at a quarter-past six o'clock, when the chair was taken by 
J. Cottingham, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, deputy-recorder of 
Wigan. The following was the ‘subject for discussion :— 
“Ts any farther restrictive legislation in relation to the 
liquor traffic justifiable?” Mr. Rayner opened in the affir- 
mative, and was followed on the same side by Messrs. Hart- 
ley and Linnell, whilst Messrs, A. Smith, Shaw, and S-ho- 
field supported the negative contention. After an animated 
discussion, in which, additionally to those before named, 
Messrs. Norton, Stocks, Read, Straus, Hawkins, Rycroft,. 
Law, Price, Miller, and Coward took part, the opener 
replied, and the learsed chairman having summed up ia. 
favour of the negative, the question was decided in the nega- 
tive by thirteen votes to nine. A vote of thanks to the: 
chairman concluded the proceedings. 





= 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
Barry, Rev. Ronert Eaton, Tranmere, Chester. Marl4. Danger 
v Batty, V.C. Malins. Blease, Liverpool 
Caper, Grorer, Lincoln, Gent. Mar 14. Howson v Lampray, 
V.C. Malins. Bescoby, East Retford 





Fsarnury, JAMES, Bradford, Gent, Mar 11, Fearnley v Haste,. 


M.R. Bilbrough, Bradford. 
Foorp, JaAMgs, Wrington, Somerset. Maris. Foord v Caple, V C. 
Hall. Simmons and Wood, Wrington 


Hanps, Gzoree, Kidderminster, Tanner, Mar 17, Hands v Hands,. 


M.R. Hart, Lincoln’s inn fields 


KENwWRIGHT, MARGARET, Burtonwood, Lancaster, Farmer. Feb 26,. 


Smith v Kenwright, V.C. Hall. Davies, Warrington 

Mecut, Joun Joszru, Strand, Dressing =F Maker. Mar 10. 
Tayloe v Mechi, V.C. Malins. Wilson, Cornhill 

Narpgr, Joun, Kirdford, Sussex, Esq. Marll. St John v St John 
M.R. , South sq, Gray’s inn 

Naytor, James, * Oxford st, SOP GHE Mar 17. Kitchen v Naylor 
M.R. Goren, South Molton st 

SHorrock, Ricuarp, Blackburn, Corn Miller. Mar 10. Shorrock 
v Greaves, V.C. Hall. Radcliffe, Blackburn 


Sort, CHARLES L Peanenac, Ramsgate, Mar12, Short v Griggs,. 
V.C. Malins, 


reer, Rams; 


msgate 
Wirxes, Saran, on Stratford, Warwick. Mar7. Willson vy Hob-,. 


bins, V.C. Hal i. Harrison, Seymour pl, Bryanston sq 
[ Gasette Feb. 11.] 


goed ey Writham Hall, Noffolk, Esq. Mar 15. ‘Pryor v 
Ingram, M.R, Harrison, Lincoln’ s inn fields 

Browns, Groras, Sunderland, Pilot, Mar 15, Brown v Brown, M.R. 
Brown, Sunderland 

Cresszy, Emruy Marr, aa. Hants. Mar 15, Hickman v 

, M.R. Mortimer, Romse-: 

Haminton, Horney, Gilesgate Moor, Durbam, Yeoman, Mar 15. 

Hamilton v Jobson, V.C. Malins. Chambers, Durham 


Hiypsoy, Matrnrw, Kirkby Lonsdale, Wine Merchant’s Assistant. 


Mar 10. 
Lonsdale 
Garant, CHARLES James Irwin, Baron de Lon nguenil, Pau, France. 
May 2. Longueuil vy Trapman, M,R. 
Strand 
Porter, Wri11sM, Farnborough, Warwick, Farmer. Mar 19. 
Bueks and Oxon Union Bank, Limited v Potter, V.C. Malins. 
Soames, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Rypvorp, ag yeu boos Lincoln, Farmer, Mar 17. Wilson 
v Redford, M.R 
Romxon, WiuuraM, Sclater Bt, "Bethnal Green, Silk Mercer. Mar 
Robelon v Robelon, V.C. "Malins. Eede, Great _ st 
damit Bsysamin, Birmingham, Gunmaker, Mar 15. Slater v 
Smith, M.R. Godlee, Birmingham 
(Gazette, Feb. 15.] 


Dz Task, AvexanpeRr, Brighton, Esq. March 18, Le Laski v Rau, 
M.R. Walters, New. sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Gann, Roser, Merton rd, Wimbledon,’ Slate somshest, March 

Goddard v Jennings, M.R. Orafter, Blackfriars 

Pf Joun, Krighton, Radnor, Yeoman, March a, Lloyd v 
Brick, V.C, ge rn Kni yy 

Swirt, "Bamuny rrow, Farmer. - ie 19. 
Barber v Swift, 0. Mailns. White Vigo st, Regent st 

(Gagette, Feb. 18.] 


Greetham v Hindson, V.C. Malins. Pearson, Kirkby 


CocxniLi, Racnaxn, Swindon, Wilts. March 18, Hill y Hill, M.R. 
Parry, Bristol 
Pansons Prange ma North Weston iim Oxford, Gent. March 


21. Allen v Parsons, V.O. Hall. Hedges, Wallingford 
Picxguina, WARuey Middleaborou erchant, 18, Pick- 
ering v Pickering, V.C. Hall, Bainbridge and Barnley, Middles- 
poroug 
Porrsz, James, Balsham a a Farmer. March 21, Potter 
v Potter, V,C. Hall. Blood, Wi 





adgate, Craven st,. 
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, Epwarp, Hemel Hempstead, Hertford, Grocer. March 21. 
‘0. Hall. Carter and Bell, Kastcheap 
uver, Witt, York, Travelling Auditor. March 15, Tomlin- 
Brown, Lendal 


eaver, V.O. Hail. 
od . {Gazette, Feb. 22.] 








(REDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
AgnoxD, apa Halifax, Commercial Traveller. March 22. 


aX 

wen, Ricuarp, Hatfield, Hertford, Shoemaker. Apr 30, Annes- 
ley, St Albans 

fasseTT, CATHERINE Evizaneta, Gloucester rd, Regent’s park. 
March 25. Burn and Galloway, Gresham st 

Bistor, Hawwan Lucy, Kennington rd, Lambeth. March 21. Lowe, 
Temple gardens, Tcmple 

Biecs, JEREMIAH, Brighton, Gent. Apr 25. Poole, Bartholomew 
close 








Bmcu, Mary, Horley, Surrey. March 30. Sheffield and Sons, 
Cullum st 

Borzows, Jon, Rusholme, Lancaster, Contractor. March 8. Hall 
and Co, Manchester 

(izsec, Rosert, Todmorden, York, Grocer. March 29, Stansfield 
and Sager, Todmorden 

Curie, Ricuarp, Ribchester, Lancaster, Farmer. March 9. Hall, 
and Son, Accrington 

Davies, Martua, Trawsmawr, Carmarthen. March 31. Barker 
and Morris, Carmarthen 

Dayment, Marrs, Morehampstead. Apr 1. 
port 

Dsarntry, Tomas, Honley, Almondbury, Woollen Cloth Manu- 
facturer. Apr 22. Learoyd and Co, Huddersfield 

Dzaxe, Anne, Winswood, Crediton, Devon. March 25, Drake and 
Co, Rood lane 

Eixrneton, Jonny, Coventry, Accountant. March 24, Troughton 
and Co, Coven 

Porptay, Jonn Smirn, Dulwich, Surrey, Merchant. August 18. 
Turner and Low, King st, Cheapsice 

Garpwer, Jonny, Wolviston, Durham, Cashier. March 31, Trotter, 
Stockton-on-Tees 

Geiptzy, Danret, Glemsford, Suffolk, Farmer. May 31. Coldham, 
New inn, Strand 

Havow, Jouy Wrtt1aM, Bruton st, Berkeley sq. Apr 2. Mac- 
donald and Malden, Salisbury 

Hampton, Witu1am Puiu, Haverstock hill, a Lieutenant-General 
: vod Bengal Army. March 25. Thompson, Devereux chmbrs, 

‘emple 


Harpgr, James, Birmingham, Gunmaker. Apr 21. Mitchell and 
Son, Birmingham 

Hmst, Joun, Edgerton, Huddersfield, Miller. Apr 22. Learoyd 
and Co, Huddersfield 

Hunt, Gzorce Epwarp, Halifax, Wine Merchant. Aprl. Emmet 
and Walker, Halifax 

Kerry, AntHony, Smalley, Derby, Licensed Victualler. June 24. 


Hextall, Derby 
Laacn, Lyp1a, Knottingley, York. March 31. Rawson and Co, 
Bradford 


Izzsz, Joszrn, Saddleworth, York, Gentleman. March 31, Beau- 
mont, Manchester 
Gone, Wit1t1aM, Trowbridge, Wilts, Gent. March 19. Mann and 


‘ way, 
MocCarrny, Mary, Alma road, Kentish Town, June 1. Burnand 
Galloway, Gresham st 
MoInrosn, Jamns, Windsor Castle, Berks, a Footman in H.M.’s 
Service. March 16. Long and Co, Windsor 
oem, Roazr Durron, Keyham, Leicester, Esq. March 25, Miles, 
cester 


Hutchings, Devon- 


Mitoxxztt, Wii1taM, Sculcoates, Kingston-upon-Hull, Asphalter, 
Apr 6. peg Hull 

Narnan, Jonas, High st, Aldgate. March 7. Cowlard and Chowne, 

Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Patmar, Evizaseru, Ramsgate, Kent. March 31, Atter and Brown, 
Peterborough . 

Parker, Cuanvks, Northampton, Licensed Victualler. March 18. 
Andrew, Northampton 

men Gasan, Kingston upon Hull, March18, Walker and Spink, 


Rozrrts, Grorar, Austonley, Almondbury, Gent. Apr 22. Lea- 
royd and Co, Huddersfield 

Srvart, Frepseicx Haton, Caterham Valley, Surrey, Banker’s 
Clerk. March 31, Stuart, Cowley rd, North Brixton 

oh eggaeeal WILLIAM, Cambridge, Gent. March 25, Holben, Cam- 

ridge 

Wanxer, Mary Evtey, Gwernhaylod, Overton, Flint. Apr 1. 
Longueville and Co, Oswestry 

Warp, James, Bradford, York, Pauper. March 31. 
Co, Bradford 

Waieut, Tomas, Croasens, Southport, Lancaster, Farmer, Apr 2. 
Buck and Dicksons, Southport 

(Gazette, Feb, 22.) 


Rawson and 














The directors of the Legal, Medical, and General Stores are 
prepared to receive epplications for 2,500 shares at par, 
£2 each, to be paid in full on allotment. The share- 
ders are to receive half-yearly out of the profits interest at 
rate of five per cent., and after placing a sufficient sum in 
the reserve fund, there will be an annual division among the 

areholdors of ths surplus profits. 


COSTS. 


“B.” bas addressed the following letter to the editor of 
the Times :— 

Sir,—The amount of the costs of an action is an op-- 
probriam to the law. It is alsoa mystery. Economists 
say, and truly, that the best way to get anything done as 
well and cheaply as possible is to leave it to public com- 
petition and unfettered. That is the case with litigation. 
It is true that barristers and solicitors are qualified persons, 
and that practice of the profession is not open to everyone ; 
but it is open to everyone to be a barrister or solicitor as 
it is to be a singer or physician. 

According to the economists, then, law ought to be as 
cheap as possible. Bat it is not. Another thing: are 
barristers and solicitors particularly prosperous persons ? 
Do they as a class make more money than those of osher 
callings who start from the same rank of lifeas them- 
selves? Certainly not. Yet, again; look at the particular 
charge for the particular thing done. It is excessive? Is. 
6s. 8d. too much for the attendance for several hours at 
chambers of a man of education and abilities ? Certainly 
not ; and yet it is certain that the costs of an action are 
monstrous, It cannot be right that an action on a bill of 
exchange for £25 or for as much damage toa cab in a running~- 
down case should cost the litigants ten times that amount in 
costs, as it does often, perhaps more. There is something 
wrong somewhere. The thing has got into a wrong groove, 
The system is wrong. Let me state what it is.s 

As a rale, the losing party pays the winner’ costs; I say 
nothing about later costs, which would onlv embarrass the- 
matter. The costs are ascertained by an officer of the court. 
The losing party has to pay them and his own. His own 
costs which he has to pay his solicitor may, at the instance 
of either of them, be ascertained by the same officer of the-- 
court, or, though it is never done, fixed by a j 
like the items of a tailor’s or butcher’s bill. Practically, 
they are taxed by the same officer that taxes between party 
and party ; they are made out, of course, on the footing that 
if the client been successful his opponent would have had. 
to pay them. They are fixed in reference, not to the result, 
but to the work done. 

Now I am not going to say a word. against solicitors. On the 
contrary, I desire to express what I feel, the greatest re- 
spect for them. But it is obvious that this system is cal-- 
culated to swell the amount of costs, Every solicitor must 
hore, ney, ought to yg 2 that his client will be success- 
ul and the opponent have to pay. To that opponent 

he snus dees apt for him can have no bs ex- 
cept as a fellow-creature. And as he must or te 
believe him in the wrong, he ought to think it bea 
good, at least not a bad thing, that he should have to_ 
large costs. Then, as he is paid, not by the resal 
according to what he has done, he has every reason for doi 

as much as possible subject, of course, to this—that it the 
taxing officer sees some of the things done were needless he 
will disallow the charge for them, Still, the obvious tendency 
of this practice is to multiply items and augment costs. It 
is as though a man had to pay for a house, not according to- 
the worth of the house when he got it, but vasa ae el 
the expense the builder had gone to in building it. 
remedy I propose is that the solicitors should be paid a luamp- 
sum ; for instance, so much if proceedings stopped at the 
writ, so much if they stopped at a further stage, so much 
if there was a trial; and this sum should vary acocord- 
ing to the amount at stake and other circumstances. 
It might either be a percentage or it might be a lump 
sum to be determined by the master on hearing 
the nature of the case. But I do not desire to go into 
detail. Merely to pay according to the work done is 

Of course, the amount might vary if the losing party 
vexatiously increased the expense. It might vary, as between 
solicitor and client, if the client insisted on a 

expense. Ifit was thought necessary to protect the client, 
according to modern legislation, bis order for extra expense 
might be required to be in writing. No doubt some hardship 
would be worked by this. A solicitor would sometimes be 
underpaid. A saccessful party would not always get the full 
amount of costs occasioned by his adversary being in the 
wrong. But, as in other cases, the ocoasional hardship must 





be a. system. 
Further, whether plan is ado or not, T would 
have interlocutory costs paid down. A soligitoris busy and. 
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~wants an extension of time. He gets an order almost as a 
»matter of course. ‘The costs fall on the ultimately losing 
party. Ifthe solicitor had to pay down 10s, or 203. as the 


- costs of his convenience, he would have managed todo with- 


out it. 

Thirdly, it would be necessary to abrogate the present 
~tules of taxation. A master is bound by the practice. For 
instance, suppose in a certain class of case two counsel are 
allowed. The master must allow them in such a case, or a 
judge will set aside his taxation. If the judge refused, the 
* Divisional Court would; if that refused, then the Court of 
Appeal, or, finally, the House of Lords. In other words, 
‘though, as I believe, the courts could by general agreement 
-and rules alter the preciice, no particular master, or judge, 
or court can. 

Perhaps, indeed, an Act of Parliament would be neces- 
<sary ; certainly it would be expedient. There are other 
matters—for instance, the having of two counsel in a 
trumpery case for a few pounds. This ought not to be; yet 
no one can stop it. But my present object is not to go into 
details, but to point out what I think defects of system. 





NEW ORDERS. 


‘HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVI- 
SION. 


ORDER OF CouRT. 


Wednesday, the 2nd day of March, 1881. 

Whereas, it bas been represented to me that the state of 
‘health of the Hon. the Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard Malins 
‘is such as temporarily to prevent his sitting in court or in 
«chambers, for hearing and determining causes and matters 
‘which have been assigned to, and are now pending in, his 
eourt, I, the Right Hon. Roundell, Baron Selborne, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do therefore order, that 
call causes and matters which have been assigned to and are 
now pending before the Hon. the Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard 
Malins, be for all purposes transferred, until further order, 
to the Hon. Sir Edwnrd Fry, one of the judges of the Su- 
preme Court attached to the Chancery Division of the High 
‘Court of Justice, to be heard and disposed of by him so far 
and to such extent as he shall consider necessary or expe- 
‘dient. And this order is to be drawn up by the regis- 
‘trar, and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
‘of the High Court of Justice. Seporng, C, 

With the exception of short causes, which will be taken 
each week, Mr. Justice Fry will not try or hear on motion 
for judgment, or further consideration, any of the causes trans- 
ferred under the order of court of the 2nd of March, 1881, 
antil further order or on special application to be made to 
him in urgent cases. 

His lordship will hear motions, short causes, petitions, 
cand adjourned summonses on Friday and Saturday in each 
aeek, H. Latuam, Registrar. 

3rd March, 1881. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 


Notice. 


By an Order in Council, which came into force on the 26th 
of February, 1881, the three common law divisions were con- 
solidated into one, to be called the Queen’s Bench. And it 
-was farther ordered that all pending proceedings of every 
ind “* be contioued, carried on, and completed in the Queen’s 
Bench Division,” In accordance with the above order, soli- 
citors are requested to alter the title of such proceedings as 
have been commenced in the Common Pleas or Exchequer as 
follows:—‘‘1n the High Court of Justice, Queen’s Bench 
ee we issued in the Common Pleas or Exchequer 
Division.” 








‘LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 


FEB. 24.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Puivare Birt,—Green's Patent. 





FEB, 26.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Private Brtts.—Bray Township, Copland’s Patent. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME, 
Private Biru.—Hylton, Southwick, and Monkweermouth 
Railway. 
Solicitors’ Remuneration. 
FEB. 28.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brrr.—Hancock’s Patent. 


MARCH 1.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Paivate BrrL.—Australian Agricultural Company. 


MARCH 2.—ROYAL ASSENT. 
The Royal Assent was given to the Protection of Person 
and Property (Ireland) Bill. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
FEB. 24.~BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Biiis.—Potteries, Shrewsbury, and North Wales 
Railway, Southwark and Deptford Tramways. 


FEB. 25.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Blind and Deaf Mute Children. 


FEB, 28.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Parvate Brits.—Cheshire Lines Committee, Glencairn 
Railway, Great Northern Railway, Lea-bridge, Leyton, and 
Walthamstow Tramways, London and North-Western and 
Midland Railways (Market Harborough, &c.), London and 
North-Western Railway (Additional Powers), London and 
North-Western Railway (New Railways), London and North. 
Western Railway (Rickmansworth, Amersham, and Chesham 
Railways), Midland Railway, Watford and Rickmanswor 
Railway, Bridgwater Railway. : 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to alter and amend the Law with regard to the Regis- 
tration of Marriages (Mr. Blennerhasset), 
MARCH 1.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
India Office (Sale of Superfiuous Land). 


MARCH 2.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Exemption from Distress. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


On the 28th ult., says the Daily Chronicle, at the Bow. 
street Police-court, a solicitor named John Pattenden Big- 
genden, of 2, Wellington-place, Liverpool-road, Islington, 
and James Hattersley, of 37, Well-street, Hackney, solicitor’s 
clerk, were charged with feloniously forging a receipt for 
the payment of £87 93, 8d., with intent to defraud, and with 
being accessories to the personating of a certain person, 
one Frederick Thomas Day, with intent to obtain a cheque 
for the payment of £87 9s, 8d. Frederick Thomas Day, 
publican, deposed that he became acquainted with Hattersley 
about nine years ago, Witness knew he was in the “law 
line,” and witness intrusted him with some county coart 
busioess in 1876. He also intrusted him with an action in 
a superior court. In 1877 chancery proceedings were com- 
menced, and witness employed Hattersley, and from time to 
time paid him various sums of money for costs, but had never 
received any bill. On August 5, 1879, an order for £87 9a. 8d. 
was made, and subsequently witness pressed Hattersley 
to obtain the money forhim. In consequence of a conversa- 
tion he had with a clerk in Biggenden's office, witness called 
to see Hattersley, and asked him how his case was getting 
on. He replied, ‘* All right.’’ Witness said he believed he 
(prisoner) had received the money. He replied, “I cannot 
get it without you.” Witness said, “ But I have been told 
that you have got it.” He, however, still denied it, and 
witness threatened to see further into it. Some few - 
afterwards he called on Hattersley again and pressed 
payment. He said he had not received it. Witness called 
again about a week afterwards and told him he had ascer- 
tained that the money had beeu received, and that someone 
must have forged his name. In December witness went to 
the Pay Office, and for the first tiafe saw the forged signatures. 
Mr. Andrew Henry Joyes, clerk to the Chancery Pay Office, 
produced the book of payments for November, 1879, and 
proved handing the cheque toa person representing himself 
to be Frederick Thomas Day. That Fees ed the 
receipt ia the book, and John Pattenden Biggenden identified 
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pasDay. Mr. Rawlinson Wallers, Bank of England 

k at the new Law Courts, cashed the cheque, and gave in 

t six £10 notes and four £5 notes. r. Reed, chief 

in the London and County Bank, Hackney, proved 

yment of these notes by Huttersley into his account at 
hag The case was then remanded. 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 9.—Mesers. Epwin Fox & BovsFieLpD, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., New River Shares (see advertisement, February 19, 


wh 10.—Messra. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 1 for 
A eat Freebold and Leasehold Estates (see advertisement, 
week, p. 6). 








Attention is directed to a new assurance corporation, 
called into existence by the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
which came into operation the lst of January this year. 
The object of this corporation is to enable employers to 

tect themselves by means of insurance against the 
liability imposed upon them by the new Act, by which 
employers of labour of every description are held liable to 
make compensation for personal injuries suffered by work- 
men in their service from any of the causes specified by the 
statute. The establishment of this company will enable em- 
ployers to dispense with the necessity of endeavouring to 
arrange with their workmen to contract themselves out of 
the Act, and, by offering insurance facilities to both masters 
and men, will solve a question which has already caused a 
certain amount of ill-feeling between them. ‘The com- 
pany starts under most favourable circumstances. The 
directors are gentlemen of great commercial experience 
and heads of large mercantile firms, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bantrupts. 
Frimay, Feb. 25, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
arr ¥ sean, Gloucester rd. Pet Feb 23. Brougham, March 


Kraft, Michael, ry ts Mint st, Tower hill, Baker. Pet Nov 4, Haz- 
litt. ey 9 at 12.30 





Luscombe, G P » Cheapside, Commission Agent. Pet Feb 22 
Hazlitt. March 9 at 1 12,30 
To Surrender in the Count 
Armstrong, George White, Cane, Wagon ‘Builder, Pet Feb 21. 


Langley. Cardiff, March 8 at 1 

Brittain, Henry, Jun, Birmingham, General Merchant, Pet Feb 22. 
Cole. Birmingham, March 17 at 2 

Ellis, Daniel, Longtown, Hereford, Farmer. Pet Feb 21. Sheppard. 
Tredegar, March 9 at 12 

Gothorp, James, a York, Farmer. Pet Feb 21. 
York, March 9 at 

Graham, John, and 4 ohn William Lake, Beeston, nr Leeds, Millers. 


Perkins, 


Pet Feb 23. Marshall. . Mareh 23 at 11 

Hammond, — Highway Supp! pay | Enfield, Grocer. Pet 
Feb 22. Pulley. Edmonton, March 18 at 1 

Harmsworth, George Henry, Victoria rd, Surbiton hill, Wine Mer- 
chant. Pet Feb a1 Bell. Kingston, March 10 at 3 

gt Lo beh John, Stroud, loucester, Tobacconist. Pet Feb 

Gloucester, March 12 at 2 
Waller, ay “Ashton, WwW esthorpe, Suffolk, Farmer, Pet Feb 23. 


Collins, Bury St Edmunds, March 9 at 12 


Tvrspay, Mar. 1, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
Rice, William Howard, Derby villas, East Dulwich, Builder, 
Feb 24, Hazlitt. March 16 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
per, James Cuthbert, Newcastle-upon-T: ms sama Merchant. 
ee at Feb 24. Daggett. Newcastle, Mar 1 


Pet 


Farnhill, Robert, peiley, York, Butcher, wet Feb 24. Nelson, 
Dewsbury, M at3 
Rrifiths, H ugh, she John Darien, Liverpool, Painters, Pet Feb 25, 
verpool, Mar 14 at 12 
Pet Feb 25. 


Lio Carmarthen, Mar 17 at 1 
mn, James ie gy Burnley, , a Manufacturer, 
Pet a 24, Hartle fe Mar 17 at 3.30 
ioe, Thomas, Kink _ Salop, er. Pet Feb 24. Talbot, Kid- 
derminater, Mar 10 at 
Somerset, William, pe al Gloucester, Clerk in Holy Orders, Pot 
Fob 25, Davis, Nowport, Mar l4at 





' 


| 





BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpay, Feb. 25, 1881. 
Cobb, Michael Miles, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Innkeeper. 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, Feb. 25, 1881. 


Amsden, Albert, Moore Park terrace, Fulham, Linen Draper. March 
8 at 3 at offices of Crump, Budge row 

Ardley, Philip, Enfield Town, Farrier. March 7 at3 at offices of 

March 16 at 2 at offices of 


Feb 23 


Christmas, Walbrook 

Ashford, Walter, Ipswich, Grocer. 
Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Barrett, Edmund, Leeds, Fishmonger. March 9 at 3 at offices of 
Dunn and French, East parade, Leeds 

Bayliss, Thomas Henry, Roseville, Coseley, Stafford, Grocer. March - 
11 at 11 at offices of Fellows, Priory st, Dudley 

Benson, James George, Liverpool, Boot ‘and Shoe Maker. March 9 
at 2.30 at offices of Lumb, Moorfields, Liverpool 

Bentley, Jeremiah Hunter, Darley Dale, Derby, Innkeeper. March 
10 at 3 at offices of Goodwin, Bakewell 

Bland, Henry, Scarborough, York, Chemist. March 7 at 3 at offices. 
of Richardson, Queen st, Scarborough 

Brooks, George, jun, High st, Stratford, out of business. March 18 at 
3 atSwan Hotel, Stratford. Atkinson, Stratford 

Buhhsh, Peer, Russell sq, Dealer in Precious Stones. March 17 at 3 
at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Lewis and Lewis, Ely pl, - 
Holborn 

Bush, John, East st, Walworth, Provision Dealer. March 10 at 3 at. 
offices of Fowler and Co, Borough High st, Southwark 

Candy, William, Cheltenham, Umbrella Maker. March 14 at 11 at 
offices of Stroud, Clarence parade, Cheltenham 

Chadwick, John, Rochdale, Lancaster, - Woollen Manufacturer. . 
March 10 at 3 at offices of Molesworth, Central chmbrs, the Walk, 


Rochdale 
Cohen, Nathaniel, Well st, Whitechapel, Tobacconist. March 8 at 
11 at offices of Sy dney, Queen st, Chea eapside 


Cole, Thomas, Anerley, Surrey, Upholsterers’ March 9 


Mar 17 


Ca John, Manchester, Costume Maker. March 11 at 3 at- 
10 at 3 at offices of Terrell, Lom 
Delarue, Walter, Brighton, Grocer. 
Dickin, Thomas, Blythebury, Shifnal, Salop, Farmer, March 10 
Dixon, George Edward, Birmingham, Commission Agent, March 17 
at 2 at offices of Smallman, Queen st, Cheapside 
Ellis, Walter, Boxford, Suffolk, Plumber. March ll at 11 at offices 
Hankinson, Manchester 
Evans, James, Barnsley, Grecer. March 11 at 11 at offices of 
11.30 at offices of Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley 
9 at 3 at offices of Wright and Marshall, New st, Birmingham 
Gardner, George, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. March 9 at 3 a& 
Mar 10 at 11 at offices "of Forreat, Church st, Oldbury 
Mar 15 at2 at 
Manchester 
en, 
Hemmings, Henry, Bristol, Builder, 
11 at offices of Parker, Commercial st, Newport 
Hollins, Joseph, York, Law Stationer, Mar 9 at 2 at offices of Cobb, 
at 4 at the 
Metropolitan Hotel, South Lown Finsbury 
Hughes, William, Ra’ rd, Brixton, Poultry Salesman. Mar 18 
Fardell, Cambrian House Offices, Market st, Ryde 
Inwood, George, Worcester, Milkman, March 11 at 3 at offices of 


at 3 at offices of Pearce and Co, Chancery lane. Watson, South- 
= Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Robinson Walker, Manches- 
Dean, Henry, Cornwall, Innkeeper. March 10 at 3 at offices of 
and Evett, Ship st, Brighton 
at 3 at offices of Young, Station rd, Wellington. Phillips and Co, 
at’3 at offices of Wells, Paternoster row 
Downs, Francis, Claypole, Lincoln, Farmer. March 10 at 12 at 
of Goody and Son, North hill, Colchester 
March 15 at 3 at offices of» 
Evans, Henry Griffiths, East Ham, Essex, Stone Mason. 
Parker and Hickmott, Regent st, Barnsley 
March 7 ab 
Flatt, Herbert Gardiner, Confidence Metal Works, Bow common. 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Green, Richard, Everton, Liverpool, Master Mariner. 
Hargreaves, William, Manchester, Restaurant Proprietor. Mar 16 
Haskins, George White, Banner st, St Luke’s, Window Blind Manzn- 
Mar 9 at 2 at offices of Hobbs, 
Clare st, Bristol 
Hill, Moses, Netherton, Worcester, Boat Steerer. Mar 11 at ll at 
Blake st, York 
Hubbard, Stephen, Norwich, Tailor. Mar 7 at 12 at offices of Bavin 
at 11 at Ridler’s Hotel, Yolborn 
Ingram, J ohn, Oakham, Rutland, of no oe March 10 at 10 
Stallard and Son, Pierpoint st, Worcester 


ampton bidgs 

Dade, Daniel Henry, New Church i OT Merchant. March” 
Nicholls, Bank st, St Columb 

March 7 at 3 at offices of Lamb 

Shifnal 

Dove, George Thomas, Manilla st, Millwall, Shipwright. March 17 
Saracen’s Head Hotel, Newark. Brittle, Nottingham 

Ellison, Thomas, Manchester, Decorator. 
at 2 at offices of Richardson. Bucklersbury warsed 

Fallows, George, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford,'Fruiterer. 

Fellows, James Henry, Aston, Birmingham, out of business. Marel> 
Metal Smelter. March 10 at 3 at offices of Wells, Paternoster row 

Gilbert, William Henry, Groveland, ‘Tipton, Stafford, Beer Retailer. 
offices of Fowler, South Castle st, Liverpool 
at 2 at the Mosley Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Chew and Sons, 
facturer. Mar 7 at 4 at offices of Canward ia Jewry 

Hill, Alfred, Newport, Monmouth, Eating house keeper. Mar 15 ab 
offices of Clulow, High st, Brierley Hill 

Howard, Thomas, Lewisham, Kent, Builder. 
and Daynes, Exchange st, Norwich 

Hunt, Henry, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Farmer, Mar 8 at 3 at officesof 
at offices of Sta sleton, St Paul's street, Stamfor: 

Irish, William, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, March 


Wat Wat offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 
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James, John, Wolves Newton, Monmonth, Farm March 10 
at 12 at offices of Haines, Westgate chambers, Berkeley st, Glou- 


cester 
James, John, Brockley, Kent, Builder. March 8 at 3 at 140, High st, 
Deptt Mecchasbamss Lombard . 


George 

Jamieson, William, Gorleston, Suffolk, Smack Owner, March 12 at 
12at ota Clarke, Regent st, Gt Yarmouth 

Jones, Esau, Brecon, Grocer; March 8..at,,2 at offices of Bishop, 
Wheat st, Brecon 

Jones, William, West Bromwich, Stafford, Coal Dealer. March 10 
at 12 at offices of Wright and Co, Oldbury 

Keatley, Luke, Kenilworth, Warwick, Tailor. March 14 at 11 at 
offices of Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 

Keighley, John, Calverley, York, Grocer. March 8 at 3 at offices of 
Turner and Hewson, Park sq, Leeds 

Leins, Louis Augustus, Ave Maria lane, Dressing Case Manufac- 
turer. March 165 at 2 at otis of Lickorish, Queen Victoria st 

— i Dartford, Kent, Licensed Vietualler. March 10 at3 

Dartford. Mitchell, Gravesen: 

Len Henry te hilin Cardiff, S choolmaster, March 8 at 11 at offices 
of Morris and Son, High st, Cardiff 

Leyland, Thomas, Beswick, nr Seemapenien, Grocer. March 9 at. 3at 
offices "of Harwi Cross st, Mancheste: 


= Joseph, Fifield, Berks, no copupaticn. March 16 at 2 at 
ffices of Paul, High st, Maidenhead 


Maeemine George, Manchester, Grocer. March 15 at 2 at offices of 
Chew and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

McBryde, James Paton, Liverpool, Tallow Chandler. March 10 at 3 
at offices of Lupton, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Micklebargh, John, Hendomen, Montgomery, Land Agent. March 
11 at 12.30 at Dragon Hotel, Montgomery. Bassett, Shrewsbury 

Morley, John, Leeds, Milkman. March 9 ones 3 at offices of Pilling and 
Co, Queen Anne bldgs, New Briggate, Leeds. Wells, Leeds 

Morrison, Betsy, Goldhawk rd, Shi aay Bush, Plumber, March 
7 at 11 at offices of Preston, Mark lan 

Mosdell, Henry William, Salisbury, Clothier. March 10 at lat Inns 
of Court Hotel, High Holborn. ‘Nodder and Gater 

Muggleton, James, Twyford, Lei . March 10 at 10.30 

at offices 0: Barker, Sherard st, Melton Mow 
Malloy. John, Liverpool, Builder. March 15.at 2 at offices of Lyon 
and Faipnsiie, Old Castle bldgs, Preeson’s row, Liverpool 


geo tes Langford, Bedford, Market Gardener. March 11 
at2 at Swan Hotel, Biggleswade. Conquest and Clare, Bedford 

Newman, George, Nether Com; ton, Dorset, Pig Dealer. March 10 at 
3 at offices of Davies, the Abbey, Sherborne 

Newton, Thomas Edward, Loughborough, Leicester, Hosiery Manu- 
nama March 11 at 12 at offices of Sit , Church gate, Lough- 
boroug! 

Nobbs, © Charles William, Aldermanbury, Basket Importer. March 
12 at 12 at offices of Greening, Fenchurch st 

Oaten, Thomas Yelverton, Bristol, Hosier, March 4 at 11 at offices 
of Nurse, Corn st, Bristol 

Painter, Rachel, Westbourne Park ter, Paddington, Milk Contractor. 
March 14 at 2’at offices of Brown, Basinghall st 

Palmer, Abel Jones, Landport, Hants, Outfitter. March 11 at 12 at 
Offices of Edmonds and Co, Cheapside. Cousins and Burbidge, 
Portsmouth 

Parker, William Posford, Northampton, Carpenter. March 8 at 3 at 
offices of Becke, De erngate 

Pellatt, Joseph, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Boot Maker. March 
14 at 2 at Law Institute, Chancery lane, Daniel, Bedford row 

Phillips, George, Bourn, Lincoln, Farmer. March 14 at 11 at Angel 
Hotel, Bourn. Atter and Brown, Peterborough 

Pilcher, George, Leicester, Licensed or March 11 at 3 at 
offices of Loseby and Battiscombe, Market Re Leicester 

Reeves, John, Manchester, Estate "Agent. arch 15 at 3 at offices 
of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Roberts, William, Lianelly, Carmerthen, Licensed Victualler. March 
8 at 1] at 31, Stepney st, Llanelly. Howell 

Rolls, Richard, Weymouth, Dorset, Boot Maker. March 9 at 1 at 
Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Hanne. Weymouth 

Royston, William, Birmin, gham, Provision Dealer. March 7 at 10,30 
at offices of Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Sendall. James, Norwich, Coach Maker. March 9 at 11 at offices of 
Blyth, Castle chambers, Norwich 

Senior, David, Oakes Lindley, Huddersfield, Joiner. March 9 at 2 
at offices of Armitage, Lord st, eat gg a ae 

Slim, Benjamin, Smethwick, Stafford, Labourer. Merch 11 at 11 at 
offices of Shakespeare. Church sh, Oldbury 

Smith, James, the younger, East Dereham, Norfolk, no occupation. 

h 8 at 2 at offices of Bavin and Daynes, Exchange st, Norwich 

Smith, John, Chard, Somerset, Agricultural Implement Manufac- 
turer. March 11 at 12 at offices of Fewings and Oakley, Queen st, 
Exeter. Luke, Exeter 

Smith, John, Stourport, Worcester, Tobacconist. March 14 at 12 at 
offices of Crowther and Prior, Bank bldgs, Kidderminster 

“rn; Alfred Henry, Nottingham, Baker. March 14 at lla 
14, Lo vement, ottingham. lack 

Stokes, x ohn, Worcester, Builder. March 11 at 12 at offices of Cor- 
bett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 

Stonham, John Dulvey, Beckley, Sussex, out of business. March 16 
at 11 at offices of Butler, Watchell st, Rye 

Suggitt, William, Holme-upon- Spalding Moor, York, Farmer. March 
1] at 11.30 at offices of Crumbie, Stonegate, York 

Surman, James, Jericho, Oxford, Carman. March 10 at 12 at the 
Town Clerk’s Office, Zounhel, Oxford. Bickerton 

Thurstan, Charles, Leek, 8 afford, Paper Box Manufacturer. March 
8 at ll at the Swan Hotel Saint Edward street, Leek. Bishton, 


Leek 

Tomkinson, Ann, Nantwich, Chester, Plumber. March 10 at @ at 
the Welch row Head, Nantwich, Martin, Nantwich 

Townsend, Edward, Cro; don, Surrey, Grocer. March 9 at 3 at the 
— "Hall Faverd, Winenia’ avenue. Seymour Fowler, Dow- 
gate 

Tucker, William Burras, King st East, Hammersmith, Travelling 


Victoria st 


Auctioneer, March 18 at 3-at offices of Green and Wright, Queen 
] 


chmbrs, Barnsle 
Walker, ohm, hn, Zaye lane, Peo Peckham, Butcher. 
weet —_ nn Frederick, onan, ' near Doncaster, Farmer. March 12° 





“iter on, Wiliam, Norton, gos Doncaster, oWekehanye 
Gout Wome 


ork, Saddler. ) 16 ab 4 ab, 
oo re" 
9 at 3 at offiogs . 


at 11.30 at the Elephapt Hotel, Doncaster. Lod; , Wakefield 
Walmsley, bey Bamber Bridge, ur Preston, ter, Draper, 
— 11 at 3 at the Shelley’s Arms, Fishergate, Preston. Holland, 


Blackburn. 
Richard, Altrincham, Chester, Stone Mason. March 9: 
of Griffin Brothers, High st, Manchester. Tremewen, 
Dean’s gate, Manchester 
Wareham, Samuel, John Hollingworth, and William Wareham, 
Newton, nr Hyde, Manufacturers. March 10 at 2 at the Clarence 
Hotel, Piccadilly, "Manchester. Brooke, Hyde 
Wheatley, William, Manchester, Potato ‘Salesman. March 15 at3 
at the Dog and Partridge Hotel, Corporation st, Manchester, 
Sims, Manchester 
Whitaker, ——— William, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Timber Merchant, 
March 19 at 12 at offices of Pollard, St Lawrence st Ipswich 
Whitehead, Henry, Collingham York, Innkeeper, March 10 at 3 at 
offices of Walker, South parade, Leeds 
Whiteley, Thomas. Wistow Lordship, nr Selby, York, Farmer, 
a 1l at 11 at the George Hotel, Selby. Bantoft and Son, 
elby 
Williamson, Joseph, Podehole, Lincoln, Butcher. March 9 at 12 at 
offices of Cammack, Spalding 
Williamson, Robert, Pinchbeck, Lincoln, Farmer. March llat lla 
the White Hart Hotel, Spalding. Calthrop, 8 
Wilson, Peter, Bury, Lancaster, Grocer. March 14 at 11 at offices of 
Butcher — Litton, Princess st, Manchester. Hardings and Co, 


Winter, Erank, Westbonrne grove, Bayswater, Trunk Manuf: 
March 9 at 3 at the Jamaica Coffee house, St Michael's alley alley, 
Cornhill. WaAburton and De Paula, West st, Finsbury 

Wippell, Henry, Yatton, Somerset, Commission Agent. Mar 16 at 
2.30 at offices of Reed and Cook, ” Bridgwater 

Withecombe, John William, Tarvin, Cheshire, Innkeeper, Mar 8 at 
2.30 at offices of Brassey, St Werburgh st, Cheshire 

Wood, John, ony re Publican. Mar 11 at 3 at Bank chambers, 
Market place, Stockport. Newion 

Woodley, John Frederic Potter, Leytonstone, Essex, Beer Dealer. 
Mar 15 at 2 at offices of Nazer, Castle st, Holborn 

Wright, James Henry, Hare st, Bethnal Green, Boot Manufacturer. 
Mar 10 at 3 at Mullen’s Hotel, Ironmonger lane. White, Queen st, 
Cannon st 

Wright, Thomas, Middleshorough, York, Provision Merchant. Mar 
be at ae offices of Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Middles- 

roug 
TvurEspay, Mar. 1, 1881. 


Ahern, John, Salford, Lancashire, Electrician. Mar 21 at 3 at offices 
of Farrington and Crofton, Mosley st, Manchester 

Allison, John, Helperthorpe, York, Farmer. Mar7 at the George 
Hotel, Malton, in lieu of the place originally named 


Bailey, Thomas Baker, Walsall, Stafford, Grocer. Mar 11 at 3 at 
offices of East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Bain, Alexander William, Gray’s inn rd, Bookbinder. Mar 18 at. 3 
* atthe Law Institution, Chancery lane. Child and Son, South sq, 

ray’s inn 

Baker, Robert, and Charles Rix, Grantham, Lincoln, Drapers. Mar 
14 at 1 at offices of Bescoby, Grove st, East Retford 

Bamford, Walters, Southwell rd, Nottingham, Ironmonger. Mar 14 
at 11 at officee of Stevenson, Week Day-cross, Nottingham 

Barnett, William Moundfield, Henhull, nr Nantwich, Cheshire, 
Farmer. Mar 16 at 3 at offices of Hill, Market st, Crewe 

Bastow, Benjamin, Holbeck nr Leeds, Maltster. Mar 16 at 11 at 
Wharton’s Hotel, Park lane, Leeds. Curry, Cleckheaton 

Baxter, William, ‘Summercoats terrace, East Dulwich, Builder. 
plied i7 et 3 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Scarlett, King st, 

eaps 

Beake, Tebert, Bedminster, Bristol, Cordwainer. Mar 16 at 12 at 
offices of Hiley, Nicholas st, Bristol. Meade and Co, Bristol 

Bebbington, James, Hanley, Stafford, Printer. Mar 10 at 11 at 
offices of Challinor, Cheapside, Hanley 

ry ham Archelaus, Manchester, Seodenin, March 17 at 3 at offices 

Heath and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Sieskenene, William Francis, ‘Exeter, Innkeeper. March 16 at 3 at 
the Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Friend, Hxeter 

Blease, Herbert Williamson, Live 1, Accountant. mn 15.at3 
at offices of Banner, Union ct, Liverpool. Copeman, 1 

Blount, Thomas, Oldbury, Clog Maker. March 14at 11 at: b* ces of 
Forrest, Church st, Oldbury 

Boulden, Joseph, junr, the Market, Lae sry Fruit Salesman, 
March 9 at 3 at offices of Noton, Lombard 

Bowe. Alber. Broadhempston, Devon, Miller, March 15 at 3.30 at 
offices of Creed, Newton Abbot 

Brant, Charles, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, out of business. 
March 14 at 3 at offices of Belk, Middle peewenent Nottingham 

Briggs, William, Hirst Courtney, York, Innkeeper, Mareh 15 at 2.30 
at the George Hotel, Selby. Spencer, Bradford 

Browning, Charles Stanbury, Torquay, Devon, Fisherman. March 
18 at 11 at 11, Abbey rd, Torquay. fartnoll, Exeter 

Brownjohn, William, Southampton, Merchant. Mareh 12-at 10,30 
eV of Feb 28 as previously fixed. Watts, Albion pl, Southamp- 


Buckle, Richard, Great Horton, York, Stuff Manufacturer, March 
at 11 at offices of Peel and Co, Chapel Jane, Bradford 

Burton, John, and Samuel Baynham. Winchester, Tailor. Mari2l 

2 at offices of Cape, Cheapside. Miles 

aa Charles William, Gt Hermi st, Wa’ 
March 9 at 1 at offices of Dobson, M Mine 3 eran Manpere” 

Cegichanter, William, New Park rd, tpixton hill, Gent. March 24at 

3 at offices of Toulmin and Co, Bell yd, Strand 

Cliff, William, Leighton, Chester, ‘Shoemaker, March 17, ab 11 at 

offices of Hill, Market st, Crewe 
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. March 11 at 12 at offices of 


ork, Drysalter. March 18 
4 Welker, Dewary 
Provision Merchant. 
h 23 at 3 at offices of Oram‘and Co, Peter st, Manchester 
pavis, Bernard Frank, Brighton, Dealer in Jewellery. March 14 
63 at offices of Palmerston bldgs,‘Old Broad st 
Ree pte Rear ir Dg Shepherd’s Bush, Baker. March 24 
nl Law Institution, Chancery lane;'Thomson and Ward, Bed- 


, Peter, Longeot, Shrivenham, Berks, Farmer. March 21 at 11 
at offices of Boodle, Albion bldngs, New Swindon 
Dow; John, jun, Watford, Herts, Saddler. March 14 at 3 at offices of 
Helmore, Bishopsgate st Within 
Duckham, tT Pomeroy, Mile End rd, Umbrella Manufacturer. 
March wow 1 at offices of Dubois and Reid, Pancras lane, 
Queen si 
$mms, Edward, Alvechurch, Worcester, Needle Scourer. March 15 
ab 11 at offices of Williams, Pros hill, Redditch 
fvans, James, Barnsley, Grocer. rch rh at 11 at offices of Parker 
and Hickmott, Regent st, Barnsley 
Fotly, William, "Carlton, nr Barnsley, Shoemaker. March 14 at 2 at 
offices of Gray, Eastgate, Barnsley 
Fowler, Samuel, Farsley, York, Tea Merchant. March 11 at 4 at 
offices of Atkinson and Wilson, Tyrrel st, Bradfo: 
fox, Edwin. Bramshaw, Hants, Farmer. 
of Watts, Albion pl, Southampton 
fox, John Henry, Bristol, Printer. March 14 at 12at office of Evans, 
Exchange bidgs East, Bristol 
Frost, George, Cambridge, Baker. March 17 at 3 atoffice of Symonds 
Benet st, Cambridge 
Frost, John, Castleton, Derby, Licensed Victualler. March 18 at 8 
at offices of Binns, Fig Tree chbrs, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield 
Fyson, Alfred, Witham, a Coal Merchant. March 9 at 3 at Lion 
Hotel, Cambridge. hi, Ely 
Garland, Thomas BE Sutton Veny, Wilts, out of business, 
March 8 at 3 at offices of McCarthy, King st, Frome 
Geary, John, Matthias rd, South Hornsey, Draper. March 17 at 2 at 
offices of Lewis and Watson, Gracechurch st 


March 14 at 12 at 
March 15 at 3 


Griffiths, Robert, Burslem, Stafford, Miner. March 11 at 11 at offices 
March 14 at 11 at offices of Parr and Hayes, Colmore row, Bir- 
Wilton and Sons, Westgate bldgs, Bath 

March 17 at 

Harvey, George, Chenies n.ews, Bedford sq, Soli 

Hayes, Edward, Landport, Hants,  Upholsterer. March 12 atl at 
offices of Fox, Princess st, Manchester 
at offices of Jones and Glenister, Harold pl, Hastings 
Manchester 

March 10 at 3 

Hope, Thomas Alfred, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Grocer. 

18 at 2 at offices of Kennedy, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 
Exeter 

Itter, Arthur Werner, Bury. Huntingdon, Agricultural Engineer. 

11 at offices of Davies, "Alma pl, Neath 
March 21 at 11 at Bell 

Kirk, Henry, and Thomas Kirk, Stockton, Durham, Iron Manufac- 

Kirkham, Henry. Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler. 

Knight, George, Caledonian rd, Cheesemonger. 
at offices of Sadd and Linay Theatre st, Norwich 

March 16 at 2 

Lea, John, Egremont, Chester, Joiner. March 11 at 2 


of Bennett, Piccadilly bldgs, Hanley 
Halley, Charies James, Aston park-juxta-Birmingham, Builder. 
mingham 
Ham, Robert Dillon, Bath, Butcher. March 11 at 12 at offices of 
Wancox, Thomas, West Bromwich, Stafford, Grocer. 
11 at offices of Spencer, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
itor. March 5 at 
10 at offices of Evans and Peacock, John st, Bedford row 
offices of Mills, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Heaton, John, Middleton, Lancaster, Plumber. March 15 at 3 at 
Henbrey, Thomas Winton, Ore, nr Hastings, Baker. March 9 at 12 
Hilton, Joseph, Manchester, Estate Agent. March 11 at 3 at the 
Grosvenor Hotel, Deansgate, Manchester. Boddington and Ball, 
‘Hobbs, George, Wickwar, Gloucester, Ironmonger. 
at offices of Brittan and Co, Small st, Bristol 
March 15 
at 1] at offices of Radcliffe, Clayton st, Blackburn 
Humm, George, jun, Leyton rd, Stratford, Furniture Dealer. March 
Hutchings, William James, aud William Thomas Berry, Honiton, 
Devon, Builders. March 14 at 12 at the Bude Haven Hotel, 
‘Hutson, John, Highbridge, Somerset, Auctioneer. March 17 at 1 at 
offices of Ruscombe and Co, Dampiet st, Bridgwater 
March 14 at 3 at offices of Rice and Burnett, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Jenkins, Thomas, Neath, Glamorgan, Iron Founder. March 12 at 
Johnson, John, Ripley, Derby, Builder. 
Hotel, Sadler gate, Derby. Cursham, Ripley 
turers. March 11 at 1.45 at County Hotel, Carlisle, Ward, Mid- 
dlesborough 
March 12 
at 10.30 at offices of Huggins and Mallard, Newhall chambers, 
Newhall st, Birmingham 
offices of Carter and Bell, Hastcheap 
Knights, Henry, Smallburgh, Norfolk, Coal Seller. 
Laverack, Samuel Smith, Reedness, York, Farmer, 
at offices of Clark, Burlington crescent, Goole 
Fowler, South Castle st, Liverpocl 
Ledsham, Thomas, Tarporley, Chester, Builder. March 24 at 2 at 


at offices of 


offices of Cawley, gs ry | 

pert, Samuel Harris, and Harry Harris Levi, Leadenhall st, Im- 

rs of Fancy Goods. March 21 at 2 at the Cannon st Hotel, 

oo st. Sydney, eae circus 

Tong, Joseph, Osnaburgh st, Regent’s pk, Clothier. March 21 at 3 
at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Lord, Alfred, Keighley, York, Joiner. March 14 at 2 at offices of 
Wright and Waterworth, Devonshire bldgs, Keighley 

Lyons, Thomas, Manch hester, Tailor. March 15 at 3 at offices of 
Smith and Boyer, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Mrce, Thomas Kemp, Hatter, Birmingham. March 15 at 3at offices 
of Horton, Imperial chmbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Makers, Charles, Mottingham, Kent, Builder. March 16 at 2 at the 
Guildhall bei te st. Chapman, London Wall 

Mallows, Anne, Bury St Edmunds, Grocer. March 15 at 12 at the 
Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds, Leech and Son 


March 15 at 3.30 at office |- 
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Nicholson, Frederick, Homford, Boss, Surveyor March.7 at.12 at 


of Preston, Mark lane 
neue Albert, Grocer, March 11 at3 at offices of 
Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 


Oaten, Joel, Tettenhall Wood, nr Wol Worker. 


verhampton, Tin Plate 
12 at 11 at offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Albert Edward, Great Grims' in, 


Keeper. March 9 at 11 at offices of Summers and Bro Lock 
hill chbrs, Cl rd, Great Grimsby si 

Otter, John Charles, roadway, Dorset, ter. March 22 at 3 
at Queen’ 's Hotel, Melcombe Regis. and George, Weymouth 

Palin, James, Manchester, Grey Cloth Agent. March 15 at ll at 
offices of Booth and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Pawson, William. Ashby: cum-Fenby, Lincoln, Wheelwright. re 
16 at 11 at offices of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s Gate 
Great Grimsb: 

Pegg, Joseph wes, Portland road, baa Railway Clerk. 
March 15 at 2 at offices of Watson, Leadenhall s 

Pepler, Joseph, Heddington, Wilts, Farmer. March 12 at-2 at Bear 

otel, Market pl, Devizes. Phillps, Chippenham 
Perry, Alfred, Wolverhampton, Tinplate Worker, March 14 at 3 at 


offices of Dallow, Queen sq, Wolverhampton 

Pinder, George, Laxton, Nottingham, Innkeeper. Match 18 at 1 at 
Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark-on-Trent. Bescoby, East Retford 

Plant, Robert, Birmingham, out of business. March 11 at 3at offices 
of Fallows, ‘Cherry st, Birming 

Pottle, George Thomas, ‘Gauthen. Hants, Cabinet Maker. March 14 
at 11 at offices of Blake and Reed, Union st, Portsea 

Procter, Jarvis, Newport, Monmouth, Glass Dealer, March 14 at 12 
at offices of Hutchins, Commercial st, Newport 

Prust, Thomas William, Leeds, Chemist. March 16 at 3 at offices of 
Brooke, East parade, Leeds 

Pugh, Howell, Birkenhead, Coal Merchant. March 24 at 3 at offices 

Mawson, Hamilton Birkenhead. Thompson, Birkenhead 

Reach, Thomas, Bury St Hamunds, Saddler. March 14 at 12 at Guild- 
hall, Bury St Edmunds. 

— James, Yeovil, Somerset, Wheelwright. March 12 at ll at 

‘of Watts, Yeovil 

Roberts, David, Everton, Liverpool, Stone Mason, March l4at 2 at 
offices of Knowles, Cook st. Liverpool 

Robertson, John Stewart, Liverpool, Tailor. March 16 at 3 at 
peony: 1 om ae and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Quinn and 

ons, Li 

Rowland, Willi i. Old Kent rd, Boot Maker. March 16 at 3 at offices 
of Kilvington, Walbrook 

Rowton, Henry, Dudley, Worcester, Chemist. March 10at 11 at offices 
of Whitehouse, Castle st, Dudley 

Russell, Henry, Balham, Surrey, Plumber. March 14 at 11 at offices of 
Barnes, Finsbury pavement 

Schiever, Henry, and Alexander Spater, Bucklersbury, Hair- 
dressers. March 10 at 2 at offices of Williams, King st, Cheapside. 
West and Co, Bucklersbury 

Shearer, W alter Ross, Rochdale, Lancaster, Schoolmaster. March 16 
at 3at offices of Worth, Lowe rgates, Old Market pl, Rochdale 


Shepherd, Alfred, Hanley, Stafford, Wholesale China Dealer. 
March 11 at 11.30 at offices of Tendant and Co, Cheapside, Han- 


ley 

Simpson, Christopher, Hackney rd, Brnsh Manufacturer. March 14 
at 2 at offices of Soames and Tiles, Finsbury pavement 

Singer, Jeremiah, Clink, Frome, Somerset, Farmer. March 8 at 12 at 

ces of McCarthy, King st, Frome 

Smith, Charles, Little Parndon, nr Harlow, Essex, Hay Binder. 
March 12 at 10 at Green ManInn, Harlow. Rumney, Enfield 

Smith, Frederick John, Laurence Pountney lane, Wholesale Grocer. 
March l4at 3 at offices of Hutchinson, Gresham st 

Smith, John, North Creake, Norfolk, Miller. March 16 at 3 at offices 
of Cates and Bates, Swan st, Fakenham 

Smith, Samuel. Bewdley, Worcester, Licensed eee March 10 
at 3 at Coals Quay, Bewdley. Hemingway, Bew 

Spencer, Abel, Bradford, Cabinet Maker. March is - 4 at offices of 
Atkinson and W ilson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Spark, Charles William, Essex st, Strrnd, Mining Agent. March 10 
at 13 at offices of Hatton and Westcott, Strand 

Steele, James, Fenton, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. March 16 at 11,30 
at offices of Tennant and Co, "Cheapside, Hanley 

Stoddart, Herbert Randall, Knighton, Leicester, Solicitor’s Clerk, 
March 23 at 11 at Royal Hotel, Market pl, Leicester. James, 


Leicester 

Tallent, William, Forncett St Mary, Norfolk, Farmer. March 9 at 
12 at offices of Atkinson, Post Office st, Norwich 

Taylor, James Henry Hulme, Liverpool, Baker. March 14 at 3 at 
offices of Miller and Co, Percy bldgs, Eberle st, Liverpool 

Thomson, Frederick. Taynton, Gloucester, Farmer. March 11 at 3 
at offices of Cooke, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Tomlinson, James, Lutton, Lincoln, Farmer. March l4at1 at Bull 
Hotel, Long Sutton. Cammack 

Tomlinsen, Toomas Richard, Hanley, Stafford, Brick and Tile Manu- 
facturer. March 11 at 10 at offices of Ashmall, Albion street, 
Hanle: 

Town, Tan. Castle terrace, Notting Hill, Drapers Assistant. March 
14 at 2 at offices of Emmott, Budge row, Cannon st 

Turner, John, and Illtyd Moline Prichard, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
Solicitors. March 21 at 2at the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. 
Neave, Cheapside 

Turnham, John Turney, Praed st, Paddington, Baker. March 15 at 
2 at offices of Kennedy, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 

Underwood, Greaves, New Lenton, Nottingham, Joiner. March 11 
at 10,30 as offices of Webster, Brougham chambers, Wheeler gate, 
Nottingham 

Vivian, William J cane ih, Axminster, Devon, Auctioneer. March 14 
at 12 at the George Hotel, Axminster. Orchard, Exeter 

Watkins, Harry Alfred, "James st, Haymarket, Cheesemonger. 
March 10 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Butterfield, Ironmonger lane 

Watson, William anchester, Tobacconist. March 17 at 3 
at offices of Brett and Craven, Kennedy st, Manchester 
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Wilcock, John, the younger, Pontefract, York, Joiner. March 14 at 
3 at offices of Kaberry, Ropergate, Pontefract 

Wilkins, Evan, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Collier. March 15 at 11 at 31, 
Stepney st, Lianelly. Howell | ne 

Williams, Christopher, and William Williams, Bruton, Somerset, 
Innkeepers. March 16 at 11 at Wellington Hotel, Bruton. Bennett, 


Bruton 

Williams, le Fah wag Cornwall, Farmer. March 17 at 11 at 
offices e, Helston 

Wilson, George, Luton. Bedford, Butcher. March 14 at 11 at Red 
Lion Inn, Luton. Times, Hitchen 

Wright, James, Foxton, Cambridge, Coal Merchant. March 14 at3 
at 9, st, Cambridge. Symonds 

Young, William, Minchinhampton, Gloucester, Innkeeper. March 
14 at 12 at offices of Smith and Stafford, Bedford st, Stroud 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
veverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Irvalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
aeeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTiwa A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Vaniila Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
hibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER ®& CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


EDE AND s0ON ~~. 


ROBE peg a MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole f h3 Judicial Bench 
Cerporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94. CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. _ 
A SOLICITOR, B.A. Oxford, of varied experience, 

desires a Clerkship in the Country, with a view to ultimate 
Partnership.—Address, C., ‘‘ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, Carey- 
street, London. 


LAv PARTNERSHIP WANTED, by 2 Solicitor, 


admitted upwards of eight years, who has capital. Been 

accustomed principally to Chancery and Conveyancing.—Address, 

<i care of Davies & Co., Advertising Agents, Finch-lane, Corn- 
ill, 


AW.—Wanted, Situation by Advertiser (un- 
admitted). Competent to manage Common Law and Bank- 
ruptcy without supervision, Conveyancing with slight supervision. 
Twenty-five years’ experience.—Address, C., care of Mr. Benson, 
Law Stationer, 13, Postern-gate, Hull. 


AW.—Wanted by a Solicitor (age 31), married, 
with private means and capital at command, a Working Part- 
nership in the South of England. Highest references.—Address, 
L. B. N., Messrs, Atkey & Roper, Auctioneers and Valuers, Bank- 
chambers, Bournemouth. 


Py arin General Practice in a small town in the 
Midlands is for Sale, the owner having accepted a partnership 
in a distant county. There is capital house with grounds attached, 
and the a ay gape is an excellent hunting country.—For parti- 
culars, apy to Cuas, Mattam, Esq., Solicitor, No, 1, Staple-inn, 
London, W.C, 























OYAL INSURANCE COMPANY, 
FIRE—LIFE—ANNUITIES. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS IN HAND 
OVER £4,000,000. 
Agents wanted on liberal terms of commission. 
Apply to J. Hamer Fgh a, Law Courts Branch 
, -lane. 


FIBRE OFFICE. 


TuRzspeervLe Srexet, B.C. Cuantina Cross, §,W, 
Oxroun Sruret (Corner of Vere-street), W. 
Eetantisnuxn 1710. 
Home and Fore Insurances Effected, 
Hur insured tn 1879, £262,402,A61. 
FRANCIS &. RELTON, Secretary. 





ABBOTT’S LAW 


RELATIVE TO / 


MERCHANT SHIPS AND SEAMEN, 


In Six Parts. 
I.—Of the Owners of Merchant —~. r 
II.—Of the Board of Trade—L Marine Boards—Mercantile. 
Marine Offices and Naval Courts. 
IlI.—Of the Persons employed in the Navigation of Merchant. 
Ships, and of the Conveyance of Passengers. a 
IV.—Of the Carriage of Goods in Merchant Ships. 
V.—Of the Hiring and Wages of Merchant Seamen. 
wet General Average — Salvage — Collision— and Maritime 
jens. 
By CHARLES, LORD TENTERDEN, Late Chief Justice of° 
England. 
Twelfth Edition. 
By SAMUEL PRENTICE, Esq., of the Middle Temple, one of 
Her Majesty’s Counsel. 
Price £2 2s. 


London: SHaw & Sons, Fetter-lane, E.C. 





NEW LAW BOOKS JUST PUBLISHED BY 


WATERLOW BROTHERS & LAYTON. 
23, 24, anv 25, BIRCHIN LANE, LONDON, E.C. 
Just issued, price 12s, 6d. net. 


ANKRUPTOY LAW and PRACTICE: being a 
Treatise on the Law and Practice of Bankruptcy, up to the- 
present date; with the Act of 1869; Orders, Rules, Forms, &c.; 
with an Introduction and Copious Notes on the Law, as regulated 
by the Leading Cases and Decisions. 
By Hy. WYATT HART, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Now ready, price 3s. 6d, net. 


‘FYHE LAW of the EMPLOYER’S LIABILITY 
for NEGLIGENCE of SERVANTS, with the Act of 1880, and. 
ny thereunder, with Notes and a Sketch of the History of 
e Law. 
Form ror Contractine Out or tHE Act. 
By THOMAS BEVEN, Barrister-ai-Law. 
Third Edition, price 5s. net. _ 
[HE BILLS of SALE AOT, 1878, with an Epitome 
of the Law as affected by the Act, and Recent Decisions and 
Cases, — with the Statutes, Rules, and Forms relating to- 
Interpleader. 
By HERBERT REED, Barrister-at-Law. 
LONDON: WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, 
23, 24, and 25, Birchin-lane, and 30, Lime-street, E.C. 





Just Published. Price 7s. 6d. Part VIII. Vol. Il. 
‘'M)HE STATUTES of PRACTICAL UTILITY in 


the Civil and Criminal Administration of Justice passed 43 & 
44 Victoria (1880), Alphabetically Arranged, with Notes thereon, and 
a Copious Index. By HORATIO LLOYD, Esq., Judge of County 
Courts. A General Index to all the numbers of Vol. II. of 
LLOYD’S STATUTES is given with this Part, to enable sub- 
scribers to bind them into One Volume, in continuation of the Four 
Volumes of CHITTY’S STATUTES by WELSBY and BEAVAN. 
London: Henry Sweet, 3, Chancery-lane; Strvens & Sons, 119 

Chancery-lane, Law Publishers. 





Just Published. Royal 8vo, Price 38s., cloth. 


OODFALL’S LAW of LANDLORD and TEN- 
ANT; with a full Collection of Precedents, and Forms of 
Procedure ; containing also an Abstract of Leading Propositions, 
and Tables of certain Customs of the Country. The Twelfth Edi- 
tion, in which the Precedents of Leases have been Revised and En- 
larged with the assistance of L. G. G. ROBBINS, Esq., by J. M. 
LELY, Esq., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law; Editor of 
** Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility’? and ‘‘ Hodges on Rail- 
ways,” and Joint Editor of the ‘ Licensing Acts” and the ‘ Judi- 
cature Acts,” 

London; Henry Swert, 3, Chancery-lane; Witniam Maxweis & 
Son, 29, Fleet-street; Strzuvens & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane, 
Law Publishers. 

Just Published, Demy 8vo. Price 18s., cloth. 
(THE COMMON AND STATUTE LAW RE- 
LATING TO HIGHWAYS IN ENGLAND AND NORTH 
WALES ; with an Appendix of Statutes. By R. H. SPEARMAN, 
Esq., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: Henkay Swxet, 3, Chancery-lane, Law Publisher. 





Second Edition, One Shilling, or 13 stamps by post. 


KIN DISEASES TREATED HOMASOPATHI- 
‘ CALLY.—By WASHINGTON EPPS, L.R.C.P. One hundred 
cases, including forty distinct varieties of skin diseases, 
London: Jamus Ervs & Co., 48, Threadneedle-street, and 170, 
ih Piccadilly. 
Just published, MP Svo, price 38, | 
HE LIABILITY of EMPLOYERS, with the Act 
of 1880, and Rules thereunder. By W. HOWLAND ROBERTS. 
and GEORGE H. WALLAOH, Esqs., Barristers-at-Law. 
“ All the necessary materials seem to be #u plied, and the com-- 
mentary shows @ a graap of the subject.””—Law Journal, 
Ruxvues & Tvanun, 100, Chancery-lane, London, W.C, 





KEHAaaHwOrm 46 


“HAA A Ste A 


og et ead ee eel eed et 


